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In 1874, Orson Pratt was asked to expand and chronologize the Doctrine and 
Covenants. When he completed his work two years later, Pratt had added an additional 
twenty-six sections to the book. Pratt’s project changed the way in which “canon,” 
“revelation,” and “scripture,” were understood within the Church by adding sections to 
the Doctrine and Covenants that were deliberately extracted from letters and personal 
journal entries, even though many of them may not have been considered binding on the 
Church at the time of their conception. He also expanded the prophetic voice and shored 
up the succession claims of Brigham Young and the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles by 
inserting the first revelation received by someone other than Joseph Smith – Brigham 
Young.  
 This is the first study that seeks to analyze the entirety of Orson Pratt’s canonical 
insertions and uncover his rationale for adding and excising the sections that he did. Due 
to the scarcity of information regarding his decision-making, I have sought to 
contextualize his emendations to the Doctrine and Covenants by revealing the historical 
context of the 1870s and providing a thorough analysis of the text of the revelations that 
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he inserted and deleted. By so doing, I am able to uncover the possible motivations that 
drove his project. I assert that Pratt’s project was influenced by three major factors: (1) 
his relationship with Brigham Young, (2) his desire to craft the revelatory history of 
Joseph Smith and further the priorities of the Church, and (3) to use the expansion project 
to respond to the external circumstances that were then effecting the Saints, namely, anti-


















Orson Pratt and the Expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants  
Brian C. Passantino 
 
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is a faith that is distinguished by 
its religious texts. The nickname “Mormon,” that has been applied to adherents of the 
faith, comes from the name of its most cherished canonical book, the Book of Mormon. 
Aside from the Bible and the Book of Mormon, Latter-day Saints accept two other books 
of scriptures – the Pearl of Great Price and the Doctrine and Covenants. These four books 
constitute the authorized scriptures of the faith, or as they refer to them, “the standard 
works.”  
 My thesis focuses on the book entitled the Doctrine and Covenants. The Doctrine 
and Covenants is a book that contains a compilation of revelations and teachings from 
prophets within the history of the Church, most notably Joseph Smith, its founding 
prophet. Before Smith died in 1844, he oversaw the collection and dissemination of his 
most essential and authoritative revelations and teachings as contained within the 
Doctrine and Covenants. Almost thirty years after his passing, however, Orson Pratt, an 
apostle of the Church, acting as Church Historian, was asked to amend and augment the 
revelations and teachings found within the Doctrine and Covenants. After a two-year 
project, Pratt added an additional twenty-six sections to the Doctrine and Covenants, 
mostly consisting of other revelations purportedly given to Smith while he was still alive.  
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 My thesis seeks to uncover Orson Pratt’s rationale for adding the revelations and 
teachings that he did to the Doctrine and Covenants. Because little documentation has 
survived that explains exactly why he decided to add certain revelations and omit others, 
I have sought to contextualize the additions that he made to the Doctrine and Covenants 
by studying the historical context in which he made those decisions, namely, the 1870s, 
and analyze the texts that he added in order to look for clues into his decision-making. 
Pratt was influenced by a litany of factors and my thesis explores how those influences 
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In January 1874, Orson Pratt, a seasoned apostle for the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints, rose to the pulpit in the Fourteenth Ward Assembly Hall in Salt Lake 
City, and derided “one of the most false doctrines ever advanced among the children of 
men.”1 That doctrine was the concept of a closed canon of scripture. For millennia, 
Christians had accepted the fact that the Bible was complete and that additions to it were 
anathema. In his discourse, Pratt questioned the logic of such a belief by using the 
doctrine of a closed canon of scripture to demonstrate that God’s Church had not 
continued uncorrupted until the present day. He argued that  
“if they (meaning the Catholic and Protestant sects) had the ancient Christian 
church, there would have been revelations during all … subsequent centuries 
down to the present … God never … had a people on the face of the earth … 
without having inspired men among them who could call upon God and receive 
revelations [that] were just as sacred as those which had preceded them; hence the 
canon of scripture would have been enlarged every century down to the present 
time had the Church of God continued on the earth.”2 
 
 Pratt positioned his argument within the context of his belief in the absolute 
necessity of a restoration of the true Church of Jesus Christ, a belief that was and remains 
a hallmark of Latter-day Saint teaching; Catholicism had apostatized and Protestants 
were branches from the same rotted root. Therefore, revelation was needed to reorient 
 
1 Orson Pratt, January 25, 1874, Journal of Discourses, 26 vols. (London: LDS Booksellers Depot, 1854 – 
1886), 16: 345.  
2 Ibid., 345.  
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and restore the truths as originally established by Jesus himself. Joseph Smith and his 
revelations were that answer in Pratt’s mind. The canon of scripture was now open.  
Since its inception in 1830, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints has 
maintained part of its distinctiveness due to its heterodox view of scriptural expansion 
and its insistence on an open canon of scripture, as illustrated by Pratt. Unlike other 
religious sects that were founded during the Second Great Awakening, Joseph Smith’s 
prophetic enterprise began with the arrival of a new sacred text, the Book of Mormon.3 
To the faithful, it was a new book of scripture that contained the record of ancient 
Americans and served as a sign of God’s renewed communication with his chosen 
people.4 Smith, the professed translator of the ancient record, said an angel guided him to 
a hill where he found the record written on golden plates. He was to translate the text 
with God’s help and bring it forth to the world. Once published, Smith’s followers 
immediately saw the book as being on par with the Bible or canonical, “something 
virtually unheard of among Christian denominations.”5 It was the longest and most 
complex of Smith’s revelations.6 However, the Book of Mormon was only a 
foreshadowing of his revelatory career. 
 On April 6, 1830, the day the Church was organized, Joseph Smith dictated a 
revelation that commanded the Church to “give heed unto all his [Smith’s] words & 
 
3 Grant Hardy, “Textual Criticism and the Book of Mormon,” in Foundational Texts of Mormonism: 
Examining Major Early Sources, eds. Mark Ashurst-McGee, Robin Scott Jensen, and Sharalyn D. 
Howcroft (New York: Oxford University Press, 2018), 37. 
4 Laurie Maffly-Kipp, “Introduction,” in The Book of Mormon: Translated by Joseph Smith, Jr. (New 
York: Penguin Books, 2008), viii.  
5 Hardy, “Textual Criticism and the Book of Mormon,” 37; See David Holland, “Sacred Borders: 
Continual Revelation and Canonical Restraint in Early American (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2011).  
6 Richard Lyman Bushman, Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2005), 105.  
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commandments which he shall give unto you as he receiveth them walking in all 
holyness before me for his word ye shall receive as if from mine own mouth…”7 As his 
fledgling flock began to flourish, Smith received additional revelations that directed the 
new Church. These revelations were originally collected and compiled in 1833 into a 
book entitled A Book of Commandments for the Government of the Church of Christ. In 
1835, the book was expanded and renamed the Doctrine and Covenants of the Church of 
the Latter Day Saints.8 Once presented to the general body of the Church for a vote, the 
revelations contained in the book were unanimously agreed upon as the word of God, on 
equal footing with the Bible and the Book of Mormon.9 Various editions of the Doctrine 
and Covenants have appeared throughout the subsequent history of the Church. Between 
1835 and 1880, there were five editions of the Doctrine and Covenants that were 
published between England and the United States.10  
Thesis and Chapter Outline 
My thesis will focus on the 1876 and 1879 iterations of the Doctrine and 
Covenants, spearheaded by Orson Pratt, serving at the time as Church Historian in 
addition to his ongoing duties as an apostle. His expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants 
is its most radical change since the death of Smith. He added an additional twenty-six 
revelations to the doctrinal corpus.11 Rather than focusing on the updated footnotes, 
 
7 Revelation, 6 April 1830 [D&C 21], The Joseph Smith Papers, accessed 14 Oct. 2019, 
https://www.josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/revelation-6-april-1830-dc-21/1#source-note.  
8 Richard E. Turley and William W. Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and Covenants (Salt Lake City, 
UT: Deseret Book, 2012), 52. 
9 Minutes, 17 August 1835, The Joseph Smith Papers, accessed 14 Oct. 2019, 
https://www.josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/minutes-17-august-1835/7#source-note.  
10 Robert J. Woodford, “Doctrine and Covenants Editions,” in The Encyclopedia of Mormonism, ed. Daniel 
H. Ludlow (New York: MacMillan Publishing Company, 1992), 425 – 427. 




indices, and versification that Pratt added to the text in those editions, I will emphasize 
the text of the newly canonized revelations themselves and seek to interpret his reasoning 
for their inclusion in the Doctrine and Covenants. Every previous addition or omission 
from the text of the Doctrine and Covenants had been done while Joseph Smith was still 
living.12 Once Pratt was designated as Church Historian in January 1874, under Brigham 
Young’s direction he began the process of reorganizing and adding to the text of the 
Doctrine and Covenants.13 I assert that there were three major influences or factors that 
informed Pratt’s canonical additions to the text of the Doctrine and Covenants. The first 
influence was his immensely complicated relationship with Brigham Young, then 
president of the Church. The second factor was his desire to preserve popular revelations 
and further the priorities of the Church. I describe these inclinations as internal factors 
because they appear to be driven by Pratt’s position in the Church’s hierarchy. The final 
influence can best be described as responding to external concerns. Pratt’s canonical 
decisions appear to be seriously influenced by the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints (now known as the Community of Christ), splinter groups, and the 
economic environment of his time. These three influences into Pratt’s canonical decision 
making will serve as the framework for this thesis.  
 
12 This is not to say that there were no other editions published after Smith’s death (1844) and before Pratt’s 
project (1876). There were indeed other publications and editions of the Doctrine and Covenants, but none 
of them added to or omitted sections of the revelatory text.  
13 Historical Department office journal, 1844-2012; Volume 32, 1872 January 9-1874 July 4; Church 
History Library, Salt Lake City, accessed 6 Feb. 2020, 
https://catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets?id=3b2f1914-ca94-42bd-a1b3-
d05bf78a39e6&crate=0&index=0; Ryan S. Gardner and Nathan H. Williams, “A Closer Look at the 
1876/1879 Editions of the Doctrine and Covenants,” presented at the annual meeting of the Mormon 
History Association in Salt Lake City, Utah, June 8, 2019. I thank Ryan Gardner for sharing a copy of this 
paper with me. 
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Chapter two will deal primarily with the influence that Brigham Young had on the 
expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants. In order to understand Young’s influence, one 
must understand the complicated nature of his relationship with Orson Pratt. Both men 
were called to serve together in the original Quorum of the Twelve Apostles in 1835 and 
served together until Young died in 1877. However, Young had misgivings about Pratt’s 
faithfulness due to an instance where Pratt withdrew himself from the Church for a brief 
period of time. Young on the other hand, never wavered in his conviction of Smith’s 
message.14  
Their temperaments, as manifested through their leadership styles, were also at 
odds. Orson Pratt was an intellectual of the highest order. He used scientific theories 
combined with the scriptures to come to reasoned conclusions. This was in stark contrast 
to Brigham Young who was less systematic, and never felt the need to square his 
doctrinal pronouncements with the scriptures. Young was emphatic about relying on the 
“living oracles,” whereas Pratt felt the need to harmonize the teachings of the Church 
with the scriptures.15 Their almost forty-year ministries contained a litany of 
disagreements concerning doctrine, administration, and leadership, but they maintained a 
strong sense of mutual respect for the work and authority of the other and what they each 
meant to the Church.16 Their relationship is one lens that can be used to understand 
Pratt’s canonical decisions. For instance, Pratt inserted a revelation dictated by Young, 
the first revelation in the Doctrine and Covenants received by someone other than Joseph 
 
14 Breck England, The Life and Thought of Orson Pratt (Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 
1985), 264 – 265.  
15 Philip Barlow, Mormons and the Bible: The Place of the Latter-day Saints in American Religion, rev. ed. 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2013), 96 – 102. 
16 James Gary Bergera, Conflict in the Quorum: Orson Pratt, Brigham Young, Joseph Smith (Salt Lake 
City, UT: Signature Books, 2002). 
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Smith. Other sections, albeit somewhat more subtly, were likely influenced by the 
complicated relationship between Pratt and Young.  
Chapter three focuses on the other motivations internal to the Church that drove 
Orson Pratt’s expansion project. As the first generation of Latter-day Saints began to age 
and pass away, in the 1870s, the preservation of their founding history became more 
imperative to maintain. Since the inception of the Church in 1830, they had acted on an 
injunction that Joseph Smith said he received from the Lord that “there Shall a Record be 
kept among you.”17 The Doctrine and Covenants was the major receptacle of the 
revelatory record. However, prior to Pratt’s tenure as Church Historian, many of Smith’s 
most popular revelations and teachings remained outside the confines of the scriptural 
canon. Pratt’s efforts at inserting the most well-known revelations back into the 
revelatory record emphasize his desire to update and cement the Doctrine and Covenants 
as the most comprehensive repository of Smith’s revelations. It further enhanced the 
authority of the Doctrine and Covenants as modern scripture, and of Joseph Smith as a 
modern prophet. 
Other internal impulses shaped Pratt’s expansion project as well. For instance, the 
Church was ramping up its emphasis on temple building and refining its priesthood and 
temple theologies. Only one year after Pratt completed the 1876 edition of the Doctrine 
and Covenants, the leaders of the Church dedicated the St. George Temple, the first one 
since Nauvoo, and broke ground for two additional temples in Logan and Manti.18 All the 
 
17 Revelation, 6 April 1830 [D&C 21], p. 28, The Joseph Smith Papers, accessed May 1, 2020, 
https://www.josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/revelation-6-april-1830-dc-21/1.  




while, the construction of the monumental Salt Lake City Temple was still in progress. 
Many of the sections that Pratt introduced to the Doctrine and Covenants hearken back to 
their temple building projects under the auspices of Joseph Smith. This provides an added 
dimension to his project, in that it may have acted as a preparation for the advent of new 
temples, and a renewed focus on Smith’s temple theology.  
Chapter four demonstrates how the religious, political, and economic environment 
which encapsulated the Latter-day Saints of the 1860s and 1870s deeply informed Orson 
Pratt’s expansion project. In 1860, Joseph Smith III (Joseph Smith, Jr.’s son) became 
president of the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. From the onset 
of his presidency, he publicly challenged the succession claims of the Quorum of the 
Twelve Apostles, of which Brigham Young was the head, and the practice of plural 
marriage.19 Smith III then dispatched missionaries to the Utah territory in 1863, 
proclaiming that message.20 The United States government was also vehemently opposed 
to the Saints’ practice of polygamy and enacted anti-bigamy legislation in 1862.21 Not 
only were there conflicts about succession and plural marriage, but there was also a 
growth in the number of dissenting voices that were “home-grown,” including the 
Morrisites and the Godbeites. Pratt’s project addressed many of the arguments forwarded 
by the Reorganized Church and various other splinter groups. His addition of sections in 
the Doctrine and Covenants condoning and encouraging the practice of plural marriage 
was the strongest apologia for the practice.  
 
19 Roger D. Launius, Joseph Smith III: Pragmatic Prophet (Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1988), 
118 – 119.  
20 Ibid., 221.  
21 John Turner, Brigham Young: Pioneer Prophet (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press, 2012), 322 – 323.  
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These opposing forces contributed to the uncertain economic landscape that the 
Saints in Utah faced. Brigham Young derided a “class of men” who were there to “pick 
the pockets of the Latter-day Saints and then use the means they get from us to bring 
about our destruction.” Due to the Utah War in 1857 – 58, the Saints grew leery of doing 
business with non-Latter-day Saints for fear that they encouraged the invasion of Utah.22 
The Saints responded by enacting protectionist economic policies by creating 
cooperatives and eventually resurrecting the communal economic teachings of Joseph 
Smith. The reemphasis on the temporal well-being of the Saints was further entrenched 
when Orson Pratt added more revelations from Smith about the United Order, his 
economic utopian idea, which Young and his contemporaries would refer to as the “Order 
of Enoch.” 
Understanding that those three factors are the most pertinent to a study of Pratt’s 
additions to the Doctrine and Covenants should not negate the fact that there were other 
important influences as well, such as the Saints’ possible desire for an updated canon, the 
counsel and wishes of other important members of the Church hierarchy, and the role that 
Pratt may have genuinely believed that inspiration played in his decision making. 
However, these influences appear to be ancillary, or cannot be assessed academically, 




22 Leonard J. Arrington, Great Basin Kingdom: An Economic History of the Latter-day Saints, 1830 – 1900 




As noted above, my thesis will seek to answer the “why” behind Orson Pratt’s 
decision to canonize the sections that he did.23 I am arguing that it is essential to 
understand the context and environment that surrounded Orson Pratt and the Saints 
during the time of its compilation and later canonization in order to understand his 
reasoning for inserting the revelations that he did. My project will fill in that context so 
that one can begin to comprehend Pratt’s canonical expansions. This question has been 
scarcely breached among scholars who have tended to focus much more on the fact that 
there were additional revelations added to the Doctrine and Covenants rather than on the 
reasoning behind their inclusion. This is due in large part to the scarcity of available 
information that illuminates Pratt’s process for picking new revelations to add.24 
This thesis also champions a new way of reading the inserted revelations. It can 
be referred to as reading them “canonically,” or in light of their inclusion within the 
canonized texts of the Church. As valuable as it is to study the text within the historical 
context in which it originated (the 1830s and 1840s), I am instead analyzing the text as 
part of the historical context in which it was canonized (1870s). By doing this I can 
illuminate Orson Pratt’s rationale for including the revelations that he did and excluding 
others. This is not to say that I will dismiss the original context from which the 
revelations sprang, but I will use the original context to shed light on the canonical 
context. Consequently, parts of this paper will appear non-linear, but the bulk of the 
 
23 Turley and Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and Covenants, 82. In the 1835 edition of the Doctrine 
and Covenants, “chapter” was replaced with “section.” This distinction continued throughout Orson Pratt’s 
revisions and continues to this day. It is the only book in Latter-day Saint scripture that refers to its dividing 
pericopes as such. 
24 Gardner and Williams, “A Closer Look.” 
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analysis will be focused on the canonical context. This project is important because it 
sheds light on the history of the Church within the 1870s and demonstrates how it used 
newly canonized scripture to respond to the environment in which it found itself. The 
Doctrine and Covenants became a tool through which the Church, through the 
instrumentation of Pratt, furthered its own version of its history and reacted to its 
immediate surroundings. Pratt positioned himself as the custodian of Joseph Smith’s 
revelatory record and crafted the Prophet’s revelations to meets the needs of the Church 
during that period of time. I will analyze each of the twenty-six sections that Pratt added 
to the canon, mainly through narrative, and demonstrate why Pratt felt it was necessary to 
add them to the Doctrine and Covenants.  
Definition of Terms and Literature Review  
Throughout this work I frequently employ the terms “revelation,” “scripture,” and 
“canon.” Joseph Smith and his contemporaries, including Orson Pratt, understood 
revelation as receiving the inspiration of God, usually in answer to specific queries. 
Smith explained the process of receiving revelation as feeling “pure intelligence flowing 
unto you.”25 Revelations were the vehicle that God used to speak to his people, with 
Smith acting as his mouthpiece. The revelations were dictated by Smith and recorded, 
most often by his followers. Smith would commonly dictate the revelation as if God 
himself were speaking the words. This rhetorical pattern helped assure his followers that 
it was God’s voice and not his own giving them direction and comfort. Some would 
remain unmoved by Smith’s counsel until they had received a revelation through him on 
 
25 Discourse, between circa 26 June and circa 2 July 1839, as Reported by Wilford Woodruff, p. [34], The 




their behalf.26 He considered his utterances “when moved upon by the Holy Ghost” to be 
“Scripture” equal in authority to the voice, mind, and will of the Lord.27 His revelations 
were the result of his consultation and dictation of God’s word and will on any given 
matter. Many of his revelations would become canonized scripture.  
Often, the terms “canon” and “scripture” are used interchangeably. However, 
there is a unique difference. I have found Grant Hardy’s definition to be the most useful 
for distinguishing the two:  
[Scripture] refers to writings that are regarded as authoritative within a particular 
religious community; they are “canonical” in the sense of providing a standard of 
behavior of belief. But a canon, in its technical meaning, is a definitive list of 
such writings.28  
 
Therefore, Joseph Smith’s revelations can all be considered scripture, but not all of them 
can be considered canonical.29 They are considered a part of the canon only after being 
accepted as such by an affirmative vote from the collective body of the Church.30 This 
fact underlies the importance of this work; namely, to understand the forces and 
influences that necessitated an emendation to the canon in the 1870s under the auspices 
of Orson Pratt.  
 
26 Richard Lyman Bushman, “Joseph Smith and His Visions,” in The Oxford Handbook of Mormonism, 
eds. Terryl L. Givens and Philip L. Barlow (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 117.  
27 Revelation, 1 November 1831–A [D&C 68], p. 113, The Joseph Smith Papers, accessed May 6, 2020, 
https://www.josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/revelation-1-november-1831-a-dc-68/1.  
28 Grant Hardy, “The Book of Mormon,” in The Oxford Handbook of Mormonism, eds. Terryl L. Givens 
and Philip L. Barlow (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 135. 
29 This nuance may be lost on modern Latter-day Saints who would refer to scripture as that which is found 
within the authorized canon of the Church known as the “Standard Works.” 




 My work builds upon a litany of scholarship concerning Orson Pratt, the Doctrine 
and Covenants, and the concept of canon within the Latter-day Saint tradition. Historians 
who have focused on Pratt have emphasized his intellectual acumen, scientific theology, 
and enduring influence on the text and apparatus of the Book of Mormon.31 Philip 
Barlow has asserted that he was considered the “St. Paul of Mormendom,” in his day.32 
Barlow seems to have meant that Pratt was “Pauline” in the sense that he wrote 
extensively about the doctrine and theology of the Church, and his writings, which 
consisted of fifteen published pamphlets, had major influence within the Church and was 
even taken seriously outside of it. Barlow’s characterizations of Pratt sheds significant 
light on my research. For example, he demonstrated that Pratt felt constrained by the 
canon of scripture and sought to align his doctrinal beliefs within its confines.33 My 
research takes this a step further and shows that Pratt’s anxiety about squaring his beliefs 
with scripture may have influenced him to canonize scripture that helped lend credence to 
his non-canonical beliefs.  
 Others have invoked St. Paul when they speak about Orson Pratt. Breck England, 
Pratt’s biographer, referred to him as “a Mormon Aquinas; a Mormon Aristotle; a 
‘philosopher apostle’ – hence a Mormon Paul.”34 This characterization undergirds his 
entire biography where he highlights Pratt’s theological creativity, apologetics, and 
 
31 For an example of the latter, see Paul Gutjahr, “Orson Pratt’s Enduring Influence on The Book of 
Mormon,” in Americanist Approaches to The Book of Mormon (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2019), 83 – 104.  
32 Barlow, Mormons and the Bible, 88. Terryl Givens and Matthew Grow, on the other hand, have reserved 
that title for Orson’s brother, Parley. In a sense, both Barlow’s characterization and Givens and Grow’s 
may be apt. Barlow meant that his illustrious writing career and doctrinal pronouncements found therein 
were “Pauline,” while Givens and Grow seem to have meant that Parley’s missionary efforts coupled with 
his writings were “Pauline.” Terryl L. Givens and Matthew J. Grow, Parley P. Pratt: The Apostle Paul of 
Mormonism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011). 
33 Barlow, Mormons and the Bible, 100.  
34 England, Orson Pratt, 299.  
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scientific thinking, at the expense of what I perceive as an essential aspect of his legacy – 
the expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants. England barely mentions Pratt’s expansion 
of the Doctrine and Covenants and sums it up by saying that he “arranged… [it] 
chronologically; his was the first edition to contain 136 sections in the order given by 
revelation.”35  This incomplete assessment leaves room for my research to recover the 
impact that Pratt’s expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants had on his legacy, one that 
all Latter-day Saints live with today. In a similar vein, Gary James Bergera’s book 
Conflict in the Quorum details the contentious relationship between Pratt and Brigham 
Young, but he shies away from ascribing real-world consequences to the strained 
relationship, aside from Pratt’s demotion of seniority within the Quorum of the Twelve. 
My research uncovers possible links between their complicated relationship and the 
expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants, something that Bergera fails to see.36 
 Significantly more work has been done on the Doctrine and Covenants. Many of 
these works, however, come in the form of commentaries, primarily intended for 
devotional audiences. That does not negate the fact that many professional historians 
have created them, or that rigorous research is involved in their production, but that some 
of their conclusions are apologetic or inspirational rather than academic.37 There is a 
significant dearth of academic research on the Doctrine and Covenants as a whole, even 
 
35 Ibid., 255, 260 – 261.  
36 Bergera, Conflict in the Quorum.  
37 Matthew McBride and James Goldberg, eds., Revelations in Context: The Stories behind the Sections of 
the Doctrine and Covenants (Salt Lake City, UT: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 2016); 
Steven C. Harper, Making Sense of the Doctrine & Covenants: A Guided Tour through Modern Revelations 
(Salt Lake City, UT: Deseret Book, 2008); Richard E. Turley Jr. and William W. Slaughter, How We Got 
the Doctrine and Covenants (Salt Lake City, UT: Deseret Book Company, 2012); Lyndon W. Cook, The 
Revelations of the Prophet Joseph Smith: A Historical and Biographical Commentary of the Doctrine and 
Covenants (Provo, UT: Seventy’s Mission Bookstore, 1981).  
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while there is solid erudite work on individual sections found therein.38 Many think of 
Robert J. Woodford’s dissertation on the textual development of the Doctrine and 
Covenants, “The Historical Development of the Doctrine and Covenants,” as the seminal 
work in the field at approaching the textual complexities and various editions of the 
Doctrine and Covenants. However, as useful as it is, his research has become antiquated 
and in need of revision.39 In the midst of all of this research, there has been no systematic 
study of the sections that Orson Pratt was responsible for adding to the Doctrine and 
Covenants. My thesis will be the first to thoroughly examine this subject.  
 The last area that will be expanded by my research is the study of the Latter-day 
Saint canon. The principal player in this arena is David Holland. He has produced various 
works that expand the vision and meaning of the Latter-day Saint canon. For example, 
Holland usually positions his discussions of the scriptural canon within the context of 
other forms of authority within the Latter-day Saint community. These countervailing 
forms of authority are the scriptural canon, the words and teachings of the living prophets 
and apostles, and the personal witness of truth from the Spirit.40 Since the word “canon” 
signifies the rule whereby teachings and practices are validated, the Latter-day Saint 
canon, because of its openness and non-formal continual expansion (through the 
continual counsel of modern leaders), doesn’t tell the whole story. For that reason, one 
 
38 William Victor Smith, Textual Studies of the Doctrine and Covenants: The Plural Marriage Revelation 
(Salt Lake City, UT: Greg Kofford Books, 2018); Kathleen Flake, “Joseph Smith’s Letter from Liberty Jail: 
A Study in Canonization,” The Journal of Religion 92, No. 4 (October 2012): 515 – 526. 
39 Robert J. Woodford, “The Historical Development of the Doctrine and Covenants” (PhD diss., Brigham 
Young University, 1974); See Colby Townsend, “Returning to the Sources: Integrating Textual Criticism in 
the Study of Early Mormon Texts and History,” Intermountain West Journal of Religious Studies 10, No. 1 
(Fall 2019): 69 – 76. 
40 David Holland, “The Triangle and the Sovereign: Logics, Histories, and an Open Canon,” in The 
Expanded Canon: Perspectives on Mormonism & Sacred Texts (Salt Lake City, UT: Greg Kofford Books, 
2018), 3 – 7.  
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can consider the formalized additions to the canon as the “thicken[ing]of brushstrokes” 
already on the canvas of faith. Because of this fact, Holland argues that the formalization 
of canonical additions is not without impact, but that they are not as essential.41  
That non-essentiality may be true of the modern Church which has bureaucratized 
to such a degree that they generally stay on point and discourage doctrinal veering, but it 
does not appear to be the case with regards to Orson Pratt. He acted as if he believed that 
the scriptural canon had a heightened form of authority over the statements of the living 
prophet. As Philip Barlow notes, “Pratt… argued in the abstract for the superiority of 
modern revelation… [but he] was never fully reconciled to this view. He felt he could 
disprove his leader’s assertions by the scriptures.”42 My research suggests that the 
canonical expansion in the 1870s may have been a way to guard the Church from 
Young’s doctrinal conjecture and reemphasize the authority of the written word. Pratt 
saw the canon as indispensable for the benefit of the Church and recognized the 
ephemerality of Young’s teachings relative to the solidity of canonized scripture. 
Orson Pratt 
Central to my study is the character of Orson Pratt. He was one of the most 
influential members of the early Latter-day Saint community. Leonard Arrington wrote 
that in the nineteenth century “he was the best-known Mormon besides Joseph Smith and 
Brigham Young. He was the foremost intellect in the Church.”43 His intellectual prowess 
and doctrinal teachings would influence the history of the Church for decades to come.  
 
41 David Holland, “Revelation and the Open Canon in Mormonism,” in The Oxford Handbook of 
Mormonism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 161.  
42 Barlow, Mormons and the Bible, 100. 
43 England, Orson Pratt, xi.  
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 Orson Pratt was born on September 19, 1811, in Hartford, Washington County, 
New York. From an early age he was a young man in search of religious clarity. When he 
was eighteen years old, he learned about the new Church started by Joseph Smith from 
his brother, Parley. On his nineteenth birthday he was baptized into the Church. He 
quickly rose through the ranks of the Church’s hierarchy and was ordained a member of 
the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles in February of 1835. He served several successful 
missions and was a great proponent of Smith’s message. Besides the brief period of his 
excommunication (from August 1842 – January 1843) over his dismay about Smith’s 
teachings on polygamy, he remained faithful to his message and would become a loyal 
ambassador for the Church following Smith’s assassination.44 In fact, Pratt swung so far 
in the opposite direction on the polygamy question, that when it came time for the Church 
to announce its public practice, Brigham Young chose Pratt as its mouthpiece and most 
stalwart public defendant.45  
 After the assassination of Joseph Smith in June 1844, Pratt returned to Nauvoo, 
Illinois (then the headquarters of the Church) to preside over the Church with other 
members of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. From that time forth, he was a primary 
actor in the decisions of the Church and was quickly recognized as the foremost 
“elaborator and interpreter of Mormon doctrine.”46 The influence of his prolific 
publishing career served as the reason for T. Edgar Lyon’s statement that “Pratt did more 
to formulate the Mormon idea of God, the religious basis of polygamy, the preexistence 
of spirits, the doctrine of the gathering, the resurrection, and eternal salvation than any 
 
44 David J. Whittaker, “Pratt, Orson,” in The Encyclopedia of Mormonism, ed. Daniel H. Ludlow (New 
York: MacMillan Publishing Company, 1992), 1114 – 1115.  
45 Barlow, Mormons and the Bible, 91. 
46 England, Orson Pratt, 97, 100. 
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other person in the Church, with the exception of Joseph Smith.”47 Pratt’s impact on the 
doctrinal understanding of the Saints casts a long shadow, but his work on the Doctrine 
and Covenants is perhaps his most lasting, if heretofore underappreciated, legacy.  
Publishing and Canonizing the Doctrine and Covenants  
When Orson Pratt was called as the new Church Historian in January 1874, he 
immediately immersed himself in his “duties.” He was afforded a new large office inside 
of a two-story building that was across the street from Brigham Young’s Beehive House. 
His office was “crammed with old library volumes and mountains of manuscripts and 
letterbooks.”48 This gave him seemingly unlimited access to the revelatory treasures of 
the Church and space to accomplish his project. It is currently impossible, however, to 
ascertain when exactly the directive was given to reorganize and add to the Doctrine and 
Covenants. Although there is some evidence to suggest that Pratt was aware of and 
working on the project in 1874,49 it isn’t until January 15, 1875, that the official 
Historical Department Office Journals reports that,  
“Orson Pratt has been engaged, at times, for several days in recopying and 
arranging the order in which the revelations are to be inserted in the edition of the 
Book of Doctrine and Covenants, now in the hands of the printer. By the counsel 
of President B[righam] Young, Elder Pratt has divided the various revelations into 
verses, and arranged them for printing, according to the order of date in which 
they were revealed. Elder Pratt has also, in a few cases, restored the original 
names as they were first given in the manuscripts, enclosing them in parentheses 
immediately following the fictitious names that were, for a wise purpose, 
substituted in the preceding editions.”50  
 
47 Ibid., 298 – 299.  
48 England, Orson Pratt, 261.  
49 Gardner and Williams, “A Closer Look.”  Gardner and Williams observe that in a June 1874 sermon, 
Pratt mentions one of Joseph Smith’s revelations that he would later add to the new edition of the Doctrine 
and Covenants. See Orson Pratt, January 25, 1874, Journal of Discourses, 17:108.  
50 January 15, 1875, Historical Department office journal, 1844-2012; Volume 33, 1874 July 7-1875 




 Although this entry says little about the contents of the new sections that Pratt 
would add to the Doctrine and Covenants, it does demonstrate that there was a 
collaboration between Brigham Young and Orson Pratt throughout the process. It also 
shows that Pratt was responding to Young’s requests. Other entries reveal that Pratt had 
significant help with his project. For instance, various days report that he was working 
with a slew of assistants. These assistants included one of his daughters, Larinda Pratt, as 
well as two other women – Joan M. Campbell and Annie Smith.51 Unfortunately, given 
the current state of documentation, one is unable to discern their role in augmenting 
revelations into the Doctrine and Covenants, but their contribution is worthy of note.  
 When Pratt and his assistants completed the work of the Doctrine and Covenants 
in 1876, Pratt had added an additional twenty-six sections, restored the true names of 
those whose identity had been hidden by pseudonyms,52 divided up the sections into 
smaller verses, making it more similar to the Bible,53 added new section headings, and 
inserted a very detailed table of contents.54 On October 7, 1876, the Deseret News 
announced that the book was ready for sale.55 Pratt’s 1876 edition of the Doctrine and 
 
50a5cead594e&crate=0&index=0. The restoration of the “fictitious names” has to do with certain 
“pseudonyms of individuals and places” that were used in seven of the revelations in the Doctrine and 
Covenants in order to obscure their true identity.  This was done to protect early Church leaders, 
particularly ones who were “responsible for the economic matters of the Church.” As early as 1852, Pratt 
had problems with the pseudonyms and sought to replace them with the real names in later editions. He 
wrote to Brigham Young and said that it was originally done to prevent creditors in New York from taking 
advantage of the “Church firm.” Pratt argued that since the “firm” no longer existed “and the members of it 
[were] mostly dead either temporarily or spiritually,” that they dispense of the practice. It wouldn’t be until 
the 1876 edition that he would reveal the true names to the best of his remembrance. David J. Whittaker, 
“Substituted Names in the Published Revelations of Joseph Smith,” BYU Studies 23, no. 1 (1983): 1 – 9.  
51 Gardner and Williams, “A Closer Look.” 
52 See footnote 50. 
53 Woodford, “Historical Development,” 80.  
54 Turley and Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and Covenants, 81 – 84.  
55 Woodford, “Historical Development,” 81.  
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Covenants quickly became popular among the Latter-day Saints, but would soon require 
a printing in England and an update of its own.  
 In July of 1877, Pratt headed off to England to print the new edition of the 
Doctrine and Covenants for the British members of the Church. On August 29, 1877, a 
few weeks after his arrival in England, he received the news of the death of the president 
of the Church, Brigham Young. Following the news, he received a cable that requested 
he return at once to Salt Lake City. His return put an immediate stop to his publishing 
project in Britain.56 After spending a few months in Salt Lake helping other members of 
the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles remain united behind the “contested” senior apostle, 
John Taylor, Pratt returned the following year to England to start afresh on his publishing 
project.57  
 For the British version of the Doctrine and Covenants, Pratt wanted the typeset 
and size of the new edition to match the Book of Mormon. After receiving word that this 
suggestion was agreed upon by the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, they made a few 
other suggestions for the new version. First, they believed that the table of contents in the 
1876 edition was too long and cumbersome. They suggested that “a good full index” 
replace the table of contents. The Quorum also wanted marginal references added to the 
text for increased gospel study and to further make it match the 1879 printing of the Book 
of Mormon.58 Initially, Pratt was dismayed at their request because of the amount of time 
 
56 England, Orson Pratt, 262 – 264.  
57 When Pratt returned to Salt Lake City, there was some apprehension that he would contest the status of 
John Taylor being the senior apostle because Orson Hyde and Pratt had served longer than him in the 
quorum. Years earlier, Brigham Young had shifted the order of seniority due to their brief falling out from 
the Church in the 1830s and 40s. Only a few days after arriving in the valley, however, Pratt laid the fears 
of many aside and proclaimed in the Deseret News that he “unreservedly endorse[d] John Taylor.” Ibid., 
266. 
58 Turley and Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and Covenants, 92.  
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it would take him to complete the project, but he wrote that the references were 
“imperatively called for” and would be of great benefit for the Saints.59 Aside from the 
implementation of the suggestions from the apostles, Pratt had other goals in mind about 
his new edition.  
Almost three decades prior, in 1851, Franklin D. Richards, a newly appointed 
apostle, was called as the president of the British Mission. In order to accommodate the 
needs of the missionary force and the 33,000 members living in Britain at the time, he 
continued the practice of publishing materials to be used by the missionaries and 
members. As part of his work, he compiled a compendium of various revelations that 
Joseph Smith had dictated. This consortium included a reworked version of the book of 
Genesis that contained new details about the creation of the world and the Fall of Adam, 
heretofore unknown visions of Moses, more information concerning the biblical figures 
of Enoch and Abraham, a revised version of Matthew chapter 24, two revelations that 
Orson Pratt would later extract from the book and add to the Doctrine and Covenants, one 
concerning the impending Civil War, and one that contained an explanation of passages 
in the book of Revelation, as well as snippets from the history of Joseph Smith’s own life. 
Richards entitled his collection The Pearl of Great Price.60 His tome gained great 
popularity among the Latter-day Saints and was being cited by Pratt and other apostles 
within months of its publication.61 Almost thirty years after it first appeared in print, the 
book had grown hand in hand along with the other scriptures of the Latter-day Saints (the 
Book of Mormon and the Doctrine and Covenants) and was used in sermons and among 
 
59 Ibid., 95.  
60 Terryl Givens and Brian M. Hauglid, The Pearl of Greatest Price: Mormonism’s Most Controversial 
Scripture (New York: Oxford University Press, 2019), 7, 14 – 15.  
61 Ibid., 20.  
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the laity as a de facto canonical text. That is why it did not come as a surprise when Pratt 
suggested to John Taylor that an American printing of the book be carried out in 1878.62  
Orson Pratt had become fond of using the Pearl of Great Price in his sermons and 
teachings and had already taken two of its revelations (which would become Sections 77 
and 87 in the Doctrine and Covenants) and incorporated them into his 1876 edition of the 
Doctrine and Covenants. But now, he wanted to assure its canonicity. He sent two letters 
to the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles requesting that the Pearl of Great Price be added 
to the Doctrine and Covenants. In order to accomplish this task, he suggested that a 
section of the Doctrine and Covenants entitled the “Lectures on Faith,” be omitted to 
make room for the addition. His request to omit the “Lectures on Faith” was denied, but 
the Quorum had confidence in the canonicity of the Pearl of Great Price.63 
After employing the help of four missionaries serving in England, Pratt completed 
his project ahead of schedule and the first copies were available in England in October of 
 
62 Ibid., 21.  
63 Woodford, “Historical Development,” 87; Turley and Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and 
Covenants, 95. The “Lectures on Faith” were a series of theological discourses that were given to Church 
leaders in the winter of 1834 – 35 in Kirtland, Ohio. These lectures were transcribed and included in the 
earliest versions of the Doctrine and Covenants. While little documentary evidence remains as to who was 
the principal person in charge of the lectures, recent studies have concluded that Sidney Rigdon, one of the 
early leaders of the Church, was responsible for most of its content, with Joseph Smith acting as an 
overseer. One of the lectures described the nature of God’s corporeality in a way that contradicted later 
teachings of Smith. The fifth lecture stated that “[t]here are two personages who constitute the great, 
matchless, governing and supreme power over all things… They are the Father and the Son: The Father 
being a personage of spirit, glory and power: possessing all perfection and fulness: The Son, who was in 
the bosom of the Father, a personage of tabernacle, made, or fashioned like unto man, or being in the form 
and likeness of man, or, rather, man was formed after his likeness, and in his image.” 
Explaining the Father as a “personage of spirit,” and the Son as a “personage of tabernacle,” did not square 
with Latter-day Saint theology in 1876 that taught that the Father and the Son were resurrected and 
embodied beings, both housed with bodies of “flesh and bone.” Pratt probably recognized the contradiction, 
which may have contributed to why he lobbied for its removal. In order to solidify the Church’s stance on 
the nature of the Godhead, and correct the erroneous teaching from the “Lecture on Faith,” Pratt inserted 
the teaching of Joseph Smith as contained in William Clayton’s journal and canonized it as Section 130. It 
explained the “true” Latter-day Saint doctrine on the nature of God and usurped the statement in the 




1879. A duplicate set of electrotype plates made its way to Utah in 1880, where the same 
edition was printed.64 The following October General Conference of the Church 
concretized the canonization of the 1879 version of the Doctrine and Covenants and the 
1878 version of the Pearl of Great Price. After sustaining the new president of the 
Church, John Taylor, and his First Presidency, George Q. Cannon, the new first counselor 
in the First Presidency, went to the pulpit and said: 
“I hold in my hand the Book of Doctrine and Covenants, and also the book, The 
Pearl of Great Price, which books contain revelations of God. In Kirtland, the 
Doctrine and Covenants in its original form, as first printed, was submitted to the 
officers of the Church and the members of the Church to vote upon. As there have 
been additions made to it by the publishing of revelations which were not 
contained in the original edition, it has been deemed wise to submit these books 
with their contents to the conference, to see whether the conference will vote to 
accept the books and their contents as from God, and binding upon us as a people 
and as a Church.”65 
 
After Cannon presented the books, apostle Joseph F. Smith rose and said, “I  move that 
we receive and accept the revelations contained in these books as revelations from God to 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and to all the world.”66 The vote was 
unanimous and the new edition of the Doctrine and Covenants and the Pearl of Great 
Price became official books in the Latter-day Saint canon.  
Conclusion 
 The expansion and canonization of the Doctrine and Covenants lies at the heart of 
this work. The environment and specific circumstances of Orson Pratt and the Latter-day 
Saints shaped his canonical decision-making. Whether it was his relationship with 
 
64 Turley and Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and Covenants, 98. 
65 Woodford, “Historical Development,” 91.  
66 Ibid., 91.  
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Brigham Young, his authority and position within the Church hierarchy, or his desire to 
respond to outside influences seeking to impose on the Saints, Pratt was guided by a 
feeling of duty to use his expansion project as a way to equip the Saints to meet the 





























ORSON PRATT AND BRIGHAM YOUNG 
 
 
 In order to understand Orson Pratt’s decision-making process for the expansion of 
the Doctrine and Covenants, it is essential to understand his complicated relationship 
with Brigham Young. Young is the only other person that is explicitly mentioned in the 
official Historical Department Journal as having any say about Pratt’s project. Although 
the journal notes that Young’s main concerns were with the versification and the 
chronological order of the revelations, I will show how their contrarian relationship may 
have affected other aspects of the project.67  
Young had stood at the helm of the Church since Joseph Smith’s passing in 1844. 
His leadership was strong-willed and at times, abrasive. On numerous occasions, Pratt 
himself was publicly and privately rebuked for taking doctrinal stances in opposition to 
Young. Young’s authoritative approach to doctrinal or administrative dissent may have 
been rooted in his experience with the leadup to Smith’s death at the hands of once 
faithful members of the Church, and the subsequent fallout thereafter.68 He did not 
tolerate disloyalty. At times, however, he demonstrated a deep appreciation for Pratt’s 
faithfulness to the Church (if not always to Young). “[I[f Brother Orson were chopped up 
 
67 Historical Department office journal, 1844-2012; Volume 33, 1874 July 7-1875 November 14; Church 
History Library, Salt Lake City, accessed 6 Feb. 2020, 
https://catalog.churchofjesuschrist.org/assets?id=957df05d-0ff3-44c8-95b3-
50a5cead594e&crate=0&index=0.  
68 John Turner, Brigham Young: Pioneer Prophet (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press, 2012), 144 – 145, 332.  
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in inch pieces,” Young declared, “each piece would cry out Mormonism was true.”69 
Their relationship was characterized by numerous doctrinal, administrative, and 
theological disagreements, even while they both acknowledged the absolute necessity for 
the other within the Church.  
What follows is an exploration of their relationship, highlighting some of their 
most prominent disagreements in order to show how these moments informed Pratt’s 
expansion project of the Doctrine and Covenants. This chapter will begin by charting the 
history of their contrarian relationship and will then analyze specific issues on which they 
did not agree, as well as other instances where they found common ground. These topics 
include the nature of leadership, the doctrine of God, their views on revelation and canon, 
and Brigham Young’s special status within the Church. I will demonstrate that many of 
the sections that Orson Pratt added to the Doctrine and Covenants were most definitely 
influenced by his relationship with Brigham Young.  
A Conflicted Relationship 
Brigham Young and Orson Pratt became acquainted with one other soon after the 
organization of the Church. Pratt was converted to the faith in September of 1830, five 
months after the Church’s official founding.70 Young joined the Church in April 1832, 
after a prolonged period of investigation.71 Interestingly, both men were convinced of the 
veracity of Joseph Smith’s message with the aid of their immediate family. In Pratt’s 
case, it was his older brother, Parley, who shared with him the teachings of the Book of 
 
69 Ibid., 333.  
70 Breck England, The Life and Thought of Orson Pratt (Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 
1985), 19.  
71 Thomas G. Alexander, Brigham Young and the Expansion of the Mormon Faith (Norman, OK: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 2019), 15 – 16.  
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Mormon. It was the appeal of new scripture that immediately attracted him to Smith’s 
gospel message.72 In contrast, Young’s conversion experience centered around his 
observations of the Latter-day Saint people. Like Pratt, he read and was convinced that 
there was something to the Book of Mormon and the Church, but he was hesitant to fully 
ingratiate himself within the community of believers.73 Only after Young and his family 
and friends attended early Latter-day Saint meetings and “heard them speak in tongues, 
[and] interpret and prophecy,” did he return home “convinced of the truth of these 
things.”74 Young’s conversion was based upon the experiences he had with members of 
the Church and their spiritual manifestations, coupled with his understanding of biblical 
Christianity. Pratt’s conversion was based on the intellectual stimulation he experienced 
with a new book of scripture. Although the “Good Book” was instrumental in both of 
their conversions, it was Pratt who was more drawn to the power and persuasive ability of 
the written word, as opposed to Young who understood its importance but recognized the 
need for lived religious experiences to propel and augment faith. This distinction would 
provide the backdrop that highlighted their various styles throughout their ministerial 
careers. 
Both Pratt and Young proved incredibly competent leaders in the early stages of 
the Church’s development. Their desire to preach the gospel immediately after their 
conversions helped demonstrate their conviction and cement their loyalty to Smith and 
his message. In 1835, both men were called to the newly appointed Quorum of the 
 
72 England, Orson Pratt, 18.  
73 Leonard J. Arrington, Brigham Young: American Moses (Champaign, IL: University of Illinois Press, 
1986), 27. 
74 Ibid., 29.  
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Twelve Apostles.75 This body of men quickly became the second most powerful 
governing body in the Church, equal in authority to the First Presidency.76 A few years 
after their ascendency into the upper echelons of leadership in the Church, however, the 
first fissures in their relationship began to sprout. 
Upon returning from a mission to England in 1841, Orson Pratt started hearing 
rumors that Joseph Smith was practicing polygamy. While Pratt was away, Smith began 
to introduce the practice of plural marriage to a few of his closest confidants. During that 
time he took additional wives and commanded others to follow suit.77 Apparently, Pratt 
was left out of the inner circle of those who knew about plural marriage and only found 
out about the practice when his wife, Sarah, complained to him that Smith had sought to 
make her one of his plural wives.78 Allegedly, Smith had first proposed the marriage 
while Pratt was serving his mission, and renewed the offer in April of 1842. Purportedly 
upset at Smith’s persistence, Sarah complained to her husband who subsequently 
confronted Smith about the allegations. Smith deflected the charge and sought to 
implicate John C. Bennett, a Nauvoo leader who had begun to rack up several licentious 
and lewd allegations of his own.79 Not knowing whom to trust, Smith or his wife, Pratt 
leaned towards believing his wife. 
 
75 David J. Whittaker, “Pratt, Orson,” in The Encyclopedia of Mormonism, ed. Daniel H. Ludlow (New 
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City, UT: Signature Books, 2002), 16, 18.  
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During this tumultuous time, Brigham Young wrote a letter to Pratt’s older 
brother, Parley (also an apostle), and told him that, “Br Orson Pratt is in trubble in 
consequence of his wife… that he dos not know whether his wife is wrong, or whether 
Josephs testimony and others are wrong… we will not let Br Orson goe away from us [. 
H]e is to[o] good a man to have a woman destroy him.”80 Young stayed true to his word 
and sought to persuade Pratt over three days, with the help of two other apostles, Heber 
C. Kimball, and George A. Smith, to retain his spot among the apostles and believe 
Smith’s testimony. It was still too much for Pratt to handle and he continued to side with 
his wife. As a consequence of his perceived obstinateness, Pratt was “cut off” from the 
Church and the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles on August 20, 1842.81 It is difficult to 
ascertain exactly what being “cut off” entailed, but it most likely meant that he was 
suspended or disfellowshipped rather than officially excommunicated.82 That 
understanding is important because it sheds light on the subsequent actions of himself 
and Joseph Smith.  
The next few months were turbulent for Pratt. He vacillated between full loyalty 
to the Church and suspicion of Smith’s motives. All the while, Orson and Sarah still 
maintained their commitment to the Church but were hesitant to fully reingratiate 
themselves with the Prophet.83 By late 1842 and early 1843, however, Pratt began to 
 
many of the accounts about the encounters between Joseph Smith and Sarah Pratt came from John C. 
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Also, Sarah’s account is from a third-person recollection in 1884. At that time Sarah was firmly disaffected 
from the Church. 
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reassert his devotion to Smith. When Pratt came in possession of a letter from John C. 
Bennett requesting Pratt’s help to overthrow the Church, he immediately turned the letter 
over to Smith. It signified his renewed trust in him.84 Later that month, a meeting was 
held to determine Pratt’s status as a member of the Church and the Quorum of the 
Twelve. 
Coincidentally, the meeting took place in Brigham Young’s home.85 Joseph Smith 
and his brother Hyrum, along with seven other apostles, attended the meeting. Smith 
explained during the gathering that Pratt had not been “legally” cut-off from the Quorum 
because a majority of the Quorum members were not involved in the decision.86 Smith 
informed those in attendance that Pratt “had confessed his sins and manifested deep 
repentance.”87 After these words, Pratt reaffirmed his commitment to the Quorum and to 
the gospel. Young apparently had no problem with reinstating Pratt, but said that “all he 
had against Orson was when he came home he loved his wife better than David.”88 After 
the meeting, Orson and Sarah were rebaptized (a common practice in those days) and 
Orson received a blessing from Smith that restored his previous position.89 The brief 
period of disaffection and disloyalty exhibited by Orson Pratt would long remain in the 
consciousness of Brigham Young. Even though Young offered no objection at the time of 
Pratt’s reinstatement, it became clear that he would not forget Pratt’s betrayal. 
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The Nature of Leadership 
Upon the death of Joseph Smith, Brigham Young became the de facto president of 
the Church. He worked tirelessly to complete the vision of Smith’s temple in Nauvoo, 
Illinois, and would later lead the Saints out of the state and to the Great Basin. In late 
1847, Young, then acting as the president of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, 
concluded that it was time to organize a new First Presidency. As would become 
common of many of Young’s proposals and teachings, Pratt was the first to protest the 
notion. Pratt argued that the Quorum had to stay unified and that creating another First 
Presidency would be redundant since one of Smith’s revelations had stated that the two 
bodies were equal in authority.90 Pratt worried that too much power would be 
concentrated in the First Presidency and that they would leave the Quorum of the Twelve 
out of the decision-making process. He was generally distrustful of concentrated power 
and believed in a more democratic form of administration (albeit, still top-heavy and 
patriarchal), especially with Young at the helm. Young, however, was certain that his 
idea was divine revelation. After increasing pressure from Young and others in the 
Quorum, Pratt voted in favor of assembling the First Presidency.91 This episode is 
indicative of other occasions where Young would propose something as a revelation, and 
Pratt would push back. 
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The real-world consequences of Pratt and Young’s disagreements came to a 
climax in 1875, while Pratt was working on his canonical project, and two years before 
the end of Young’s life. Before that time, when disagreements had arisen between the 
two, Young would often chastise Pratt from the pulpit or demand a public retraction or 
apology for his actions or teachings.92 However, Young’s 1875 decision would affect 
Pratt’s legacy and the entire future of the Church. At each semi-annual general 
conference of the Church for the thirty years before 1875, the names of the leaders of the 
Church were read to the congregation in the order of their seniority, in order to receive a 
sustaining vote from the congregation. The two most senior apostles for those thirty years 
had been Orson Hyde and Orson Pratt. But, on April 10, 1875, that order quietly changed. 
When the names of the leaders were read, John Taylor and Wilford Woodruff became the 
two most senior apostles, leaving Hyde and Pratt third and fourth respectively.93 Young 
reshuffled the order of seniority within the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles to take into 
account Pratt and Orson Hyde’s previous demotions from the Quorum. Hyde had 
previously disassociated from the Church in 1839 due to disagreements with Joseph 
Smith and had written an affidavit against the Saints, to the Missouri government, that 
prompted intense persecution against them. Consequently, Hyde was dropped from the 
Quorum in May 1839 but restored to his position one month later after demonstrating 
sufficient contrition.94 Instead of Hyde remaining the senior apostle, and Pratt next in 
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line, they were relegated to places of lesser seniority, thus assuring that neither one of 
them would become the president of the Church.95  
This event showcased Young’s desire to arrange the future of the Church. Even 
though both Hyde and Pratt had been restored to their previous position and been 
recognized in that role for more than thirty years, Young needed to send yet another 
message that disloyalty would never be tolerated and that consequences must be paid for 
disobedience.96 Interestingly, Young’s decision to demote Hyde and Pratt assured that 
every subsequent president of the Church would be someone who had never wavered in 
their conviction of the faith or at least had never fallen out of favor as an apostle. This 
action demonstrated the extent to which Pratt’s 1842 – 43 fallout remained in Young’s 
consciousness and how subsequent disagreements and disputes had snowballed into the 
decision to demote him.  
Following Young’s death, several “brethren” (leaders in the Church) expressed 
their dissatisfaction with Young’s leadership style. George Q. Cannon, an apostle at the 
time of Young’s death, recorded in his journal that,  
“Some of my brethren, as I have learned since the death of President Brigham 
Young, did have feelings concerning his course. They did not approve of it, and 
felt oppressed, and yet they dare not exhibit their feelings to him, he ruled with so 
strong and stiff a hand, and they say they felt it would be of no use. In a few 
words, the feeling seems to be that he transcended the bounds of authority which 
he legitimately <held.>”97 
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Orson Pratt is not mentioned explicitly as one who was promulgating these sentiments, 
but Cannon’s characterization of Young as one who “transcended the bounds of 
authority,” finds resonance with Pratt’s complaints. Pratt may have seen Young’s actions 
as an indication of his authoritarian propensities. With this context in mind, it is 
important to look at Pratt’s contemporaneous work of expanding the Doctrine and 
Covenants to see how it may have been affected by his views and opinions about 
Brigham Young.  
 One of the more interesting additions that Pratt made to the Doctrine and 
Covenants was the inclusion of portions of a two-part letter written by Joseph Smith 
while incarcerated in Liberty Jail. In the winter of 1838 – 39, violent conflicts broke out 
between the Saints and the residents of Missouri. As more and more Church members 
poured into Missouri, many residents feared the voting power of these “deluded fanatics” 
would overwhelm them.98 As the conflict continued to escalate, the governor of Missouri, 
Lilburn Boggs, declared that the “Mormons must be treated as enemies, and must be 
exterminated or driven from the State if necessary for the public peace.”99 Violence had 
broken out on both sides, and in an effort to avoid further conflict and allow the Saints to 
leave the state unharmed, Smith gave himself up, alongside other leaders. He was 
convicted of treason without the possibility of defending himself.100 Eventually, the 
captives were held in Liberty Jail, “a below-ground, dungeon-like jail, with a ceiling too 
low to allow its prisoners to stand upright.”101 Smith felt betrayed and incensed at their 
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treatment. In these circumstances, Smith, with the help of his imprisoned colleagues, 
penned a twenty-nine-page letter addressed to “the church of Latterday saints at Quincy 
Illinois and scattered abroad.”102 
 The letter was replete with indignant statements and agonized pleas. For instance, 
Smith described his predicament as a “hell surrounded with demonds” where he was 
compelled to hear “nothing but blasphemos oaths and witness a scen of blasphemy and 
drunkeness and hypocracy and debaucheries of evry description.”103 In apparent anguish, 
Smith wondered where God was during this most difficult of trials. “O God where art 
thou… O Lord how long shall they suffer these rongs and unlawfull oppressions before 
thine hart be softened towards them.”104 The letter seemed to contain two separate tones 
throughout. That of extreme frustration at their circumstances, and one that seemed to 
convey a revelatory conversation between Smith and the Lord. The latter tone may have 
seemed more familiar to Pratt and the Saints. This recognition may be one reason that 
Pratt separated the letter up into various passages and placed it into three different 
sections in the expanded edition of the Doctrine and Covenants. However, another way of 
reading the pericopes that Pratt chose is through the lens of his relationship with Brigham 
Young.  
 Out of the twenty-nine pages of the letter, Pratt canonized only forty percent.105 
No rubric or criteria has been discovered that outlines Pratt’s reasoning for choosing the 
passages which he did; only an analysis of the final version of the text can try to ascertain 
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his reasoning.106 Consequently, I see interesting parallels between the passages that he 
chose for the Doctrine and Covenants and his relationship with Brigham Young. Pratt 
was wont to challenge Young when he felt that he was exerting too much authority, 
whether it concerned administrative decisions or doctrinal pronouncements. Considering 
that fact, one way of reading the portions of the letter that Pratt canonized is as a check 
against Young’s use of authority. The single largest passage that Pratt excised from 
Smith’s letter and inserted into the Doctrine and Covenants was a section about the 
misuse of authority. 
“Behold, there are many called, but few are chosen. And why are they not 
chosen? Because their hearts are set so much upon the things of this world… that 
they do not learn this one lesson – That the rights of the Priesthood are 
inseparably connected with the powers of heaven, and that the powers of heaven 
cannot be controlled nor handled only upon the principles of righteousness…. 
[but] when we undertake to cover our sins, or to gratify our pride, our vain 
ambition, or to exercise control, or dominion, or compulsion, upon the souls of 
the children of men, in any degree of unrighteousness, behold, the heaven 
withdraw themselves; the Spirit of the Lord is grieved; and when it is withdrawn, 
Amen to the Priesthood, or the authority of that man… We have learned, by sad 
experience, that it is the nature and disposition of almost all men, as soon as they 
get a little authority, as they suppose, they will immediately begin to exercise 
unrighteous dominion. Hence many are called but few are chosen.”107 
 
When viewed through the lens of Pratt’s immediate relationship with the one man whose 
authority he feared had, at times, overstepped its bounds, this passage takes on new 
meaning. It can be viewed as Pratt appropriating the words of Joseph Smith to renounce 
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the authoritative liberties taken by his prophetic president, Brigham Young. This point 
becomes clearer as one begins to understand the instances that Pratt believed Young had 
exceeded his prophetic mandate.  
 One of the first major theological disagreements that the two men had was over 
Young’s promulgation of a speculative doctrine about Adam and God. In 1852, Young 
proclaimed from the pulpit that “[W]hen our father Adam came into the Garden of Eden, 
he came into it with a celestial body, and brought Eve, one of his wives with him… He is 
our Father and our God, and the only God with whom we have to do.”108 Young was 
teaching that Adam, the father of humanity, was the same being as God the Father. This 
was a bridge too far for Pratt. In meetings with the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles and 
First Presidency, as well as in printed form, Pratt vehemently opposed this teaching. This 
doctrine, he protested “disputed the revelations of Joseph Smith,” and was “revolting to 
[his] feelings.”109 Ironically, both Pratt and Young deferred to Smith to give validity 
behind their positions. Young proclaimed that “it was Joseph’s doctrine that Adam was 
God.”110 However, Young went beyond Smith’s authority and emphasized his own by 
stating that the doctrine was the way he presented it “in the name of the Lord.” At one 
point in their argumentation, Pratt made clear that he “preferred to receive the written 
revelations of J[oseph] S[mith].”111 Pratt utilized Smith’s teachings and revelations to 
refute Young’s doctrinal beliefs and to combat instances where he believed Young’s 
speculative doctrine had run amok. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that Pratt would 
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use his project of expanding the Doctrine and Covenants to serve a similar purpose, 
namely, to curb the autocratic excesses of his prophet, Brigham Young. This doctrinal 
conflict highlights some of the differences in their approaches towards authority. 
The Doctrine of God 
 Lest it seems that Orson Pratt was the defender of a Smithian Latter-day Saint 
orthodoxy, it must be noted that he was just as prone as Young to speculate about 
doctrine. The only difference was that Pratt used “the scriptures and Joseph Smith’s 
revelations as authoritative sources to test the truthfulness of any doctrine,” and sought to 
harmonize his beliefs within that framework. Young, on the other hand, relied heavily on 
his prophetic mantle as the main authority for his doctrinal teachings.112 Philip Barlow 
asserts that although Pratt argued in the abstract for the “superiority of modern 
revelation… [he] was never fully reconciled to this view. He felt he could disprove his 
leader’s assertions by the scriptures.”113 Pratt’s sermons were “systematic [and] 
academic,” depending heavily on the written scriptures to produce the desired effect.114 
When Young preached, in contrast, he used the scriptures sparingly, preferring to speak 
about pragmatic problems. Even when his sermons were theological, he invoked his own 
authority rather than couching them within scriptural frameworks.115 These differences in 
approach shed light on Pratt’s expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants. Pratt 
instinctively believed that even though modern revelation took precedence over former 
revelation, the canonized text mattered much more than Young seemed to realize. Pratt 
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knew that the content of Young’s seemingly innumerable sermons was ephemeral and 
that concretizing the faith’s beliefs in scripture would have a much more lasting impact.  
 Both Pratt and Young had a stake to claim in defining deity for the faith. As 
evidenced by their embittered battle over the identity of God the Father and Adam, each 
man had strong opinions about the nature of the Trinity or the Godhead, and they were 
unafraid to share them. Pratt’s most common means of proliferating his doctrines were 
through his extensive writings. His theological tracts had garnered massive support and 
led to the conversion of thousands throughout Europe. Young, however, was dismayed at 
what he perceived to be false doctrines that permeated the pages of some of Pratt’s best-
known works. He derided Pratt’s speculations, specifically regarding the nature of the 
Holy Ghost. Pratt “does not know yet enough to keep his foot out of it,” Young declared, 
“but drowns himself in his own philosophy, every time he undertakes to treat upon 
principles that he does not understand.”116 One of Young’s main qualms was the apparent 
supremacy that Pratt attributed to the Holy Ghost, even placing him above God the Father 
and the Son.117  
Due to the Latter-day Saints’ adherence to the doctrine of an embodied God, Pratt 
sought to reconcile the faith’s belief in God’s omnipresence through the only member of 
the Godhead who was unembodied, the Holy Ghost. Pratt surmised that the “original 
divine entity was not God the Father,” as Joseph Smith had insinuated near the end of his 
life, but rather “the Great First Cause itself” comprised of “conscious, intelligent, self-
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moving particles, called the Holy Spirit.”118 This description made perfect sense in Pratt’s 
mind because he believed, as did many natural theologians of his time, that his 
theological conclusions were as “empirical as his scientific observations.” He believed 
that “science and Mormon theology supported each other.”119 In order to harmonize 
Smith’s teachings on the plurality of gods, the scientific consensus of his time, and the 
doctrine of the omnipotence of God, Pratt concluded that “there is but one God, and He is 
in all worlds, and throughout all space, wherever the same identical light or truth is 
found.” Therefore, “we worship that Holy Spirit or intelligence.” In other words, they 
were worshipping the “attribute that constitutes divinity.”120 
Brigham Young took extreme umbrage at this idea and threatened to formally 
censure Pratt by bringing him before a conference of the Church where he would be 
voted “a false teacher,” and his “false doctrine [would be] discarded.”121 Even after Pratt 
issued an apology for his speculative teachings, Young lobbied for the destruction of the 
works in question and commissioned George Q. Cannon to write an encyclical that 
included a paragraph-by-paragraph refutation of the doctrines not in harmony with the 
teachings of Young and the Church.122 This public spat over the issue of the nature of the 
Holy Ghost became all the more interesting when Pratt inserted a section in the Doctrine 
and Covenants that expounded on the nature of the Godhead.  
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In one of the most fascinating additions to the Doctrine and Covenants, Pratt 
added a section that contained a conglomeration of teachings from Joseph Smith given at 
Ramus, Illinois on April 2, 1843. There are two written accounts of the teachings he gave 
that day. One was recorded by William Clayton in his personal journal, and the other was 
recorded by Willard Richards, acting as Smith’s scribe.123 Smith’s teachings on the 
Godhead were in response to a sermon given that morning by Orson Hyde, who had 
spoken on John 14:23.124 Hyde concluded that the verse meant that “it is our privilege to 
have the father & son dwelling in our hearts.” Later in the day, Smith proceeded to 
correct Hyde’s teachings on the matter. Smith taught that “the appearing of the father and 
of the Son in that verse is a personal. appearance. – to say that the father and the Son 
dwells in a mans heart is an old Sectarian notion. and is not correct.” Due to the corporeal 
nature of God the Father and the Son, it was not possible for them to dwell in a man’s 
heart. Smith further clarified the embodied nature of the Father and the Son and the 
unembodied nature of the Holy Ghost. “[T]he Father has a body of flesh & bones as 
tangible as mans the Son also, but the Holy Ghost is a personage of spirit.— and a 
person cannot have the personage <of the H G. [Holy Ghost]> in his heart he may recive 
the gift of the holy Ghost. it may descend upon him but not to tarry with him.”125 These 
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two teachings would eventually make their way into Pratt’s 1876 edition of the Doctrine 
and Covenants, but not without significant changes.  
During the preparation for a serialized version of Joseph Smith’s life in the 
Deseret News, a Latter-day Saint publication, a decision was made to edit Smith’s 
teachings regarding the Holy Ghost’s ability to enter or dwell in a person’s heart. On July 
9, 1856, the Deseret News published Smith’s teachings and quoted him as saying, “The 
Father has a body of flesh and bones as tangible as man’s; the Son also: but the Holy 
Ghost has not a body of flesh and bones, but is a personage of Spirit: were it not so, the 
Holy Ghost could not dwell in us. A man may receive the Holy Ghost, and it may 
descend upon him and not tarry with him.”126 Instead of saying that a “person cannot 
have the personage of the H[oly] G[host] in his heart,” it stated that because the Holy 
Ghost is a personage of spirit, instead of a personage of flesh and bones, it can indeed 
“dwell in us.” Terryl Givens suggests that Brigham Young may have found the original 
remarks “misleading or misrecorded,” because the logic suggests that if the Father and 
Son couldn’t enter into our hearts due to their corporeality, then the Spirit should be able 
to, due to its incorporeal nature.127 Young generally shied away from expounding on the 
nature of the Holy Ghost, preferring instead to speak of its role, whereas Pratt seems to 
have used this updated wording to continue his speculation.  
The final form of Pratt’s updated edition cemented the revised wording from the 
Deseret News.128 This makes sense because the original wording would have been 
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difficult to square with Pratt’s insistence that the Holy Ghost was the omnipresent entity 
within the Godhead. By enshrining this reading of the text, Pratt ensured that his 
understanding of the nature of the Holy Ghost would endure within Latter-day 
speculative theology long after Young’s buffetings had ceased.129 Not only did the 
canonization of this section serve Pratt’s theological priorities, but it also changed the 
very nature of the Doctrine and Covenants.  
Canon and Continuing Revelation 
Section 130, along with Sections 129 and 131, significantly changed the nature of 
the Doctrine and Covenants as a whole. Instead of it being a repository for revelations 
and the occasional letter tinged with revelatory language, it became a book that also 
contained teachings extracted from personal journal entries. The genre of the book was 
expanded to incorporate new authoritative teachings that may never have been meant by 
Joseph Smith to become so.  
The intriguing additions of Smith’s letter from Liberty Jail and casual teachings 
from Ramus, Illinois changed the way in which “revelation” and “canon” were 
understood within the Doctrine and Covenants. Interestingly, before Pratt’s 1876 
expansion, every section from the Doctrine and Covenants could trace its provenance to 
the faith’s founding prophet, Joseph Smith. However, Pratt would change the content of 
the book even further by inserting the first revelation received by someone other than 
Smith; that person was Brigham Young. Young’s influence could have contributed to its 
inclusion, but the more likely scenario is that Pratt respected Young’s office as president 
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of the Church and wanted to demonstrate that he was the rightful successor to Joseph 
Smith’s prophetic empire.130 Despite their differences, Pratt always recognized Young’s 
special status in the Church. 
In February of 1846, following extreme pressure from the federal government, 
along with mob violence and growing anti-Mormon sentiment, the Latter-day Saints were 
forced to abandon the city they built, Nauvoo, Illinois, and head west. Many leaders in 
the Church, including Brigham Young, had narrowly escaped imprisonment on 
counterfeit charges and had rushed their exit date. The original agreement for the Saints 
was that they needed to leave when the “grass grew and the water flowed,” but instead 
they left when the ground was frozen and “the river was pretty close.”131 The hurried 
exodus left many Saints and their leaders in disarray. The companies were disorganized 
and Young’s plans of sending a vanguard ahead to help prepare for the arrival of more 
Saints did not come to fruition. Many of the Saints were worried about being further 
distanced from their leaders in their time of exile and joined the advance group without 
proper preparation.132 By the fall of 1846, over 7,000 Saints were camped at Winter 
Quarters, Nebraska, their temporary weigh station on the banks of the Missouri River.133  
Brigham Young recalled that this was one of the most difficult times in his life. 
He said that he felt a paternal responsibility for the welfare of the Saints and that it 
weighed down on him like a “twenty-five-ton weight.”134 He didn’t know exactly how to 
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corral such a large group of people and get them to the “promised land.” After discussing 
the dire situation of the Saints and their need to be organized with his fellow apostles, he 
said that he received a revelation that could help organize them and get them moving 
according to the dictates of the Lord.135 In a style that became typical for Young, the 
revelation was pragmatic, counseling the Saints to order themselves by companies and 
outlined the leadership responsibilities for their trek. The revelation was riddled with 
biblical references about Moses and the Exodus, positing the Latter-day Saints as the new 
“Israel”, and by inference, Brigham Young as the new Moses.136 
Brigham Young’s audacious claim that the new revelation was the “word and will 
of the Lord” positioned him not only as the ecclesiastical successor to Joseph Smith but 
as his prophetic and revelatory successor.137 Upon hearing the revelation, many Saints 
expressed relief and exuberance that the prophetic voice had returned to guide the 
Church. Heber C. Kimball, Young’s fellow apostle, wrote in his journal that it was the 
first revelation “penned since Joseph was killed…” and that the “Lord [gave] it through 
the President for the good of [the] people as they are traveling west.”138 Jedediah Grant, a 
future member of Young’s First Presidency, expressed the sentiment that many Saints 
were feeling. “Since the death of Joseph, [I] have believed that the keys of revelation 
were in the Church. When I heard that [Young’s revelation] read I felt a light and joy and 
satisfied that the Holy Ghost had dictated the words within.”139 In the eyes of the Saints, 
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Young had cemented himself as a prophetic figure, and taken on the mantle of Joseph 
Smith.  
As Orson Pratt compiled revelations to add to the Doctrine and Covenants, he no 
doubt was aware of the impact that this revelation had on his fellow Church members. 
The joy and enthusiasm that accompanied the production of a new revelation under the 
tutelage of Brigham Young was a monumental moment in the history of the Church. The 
Saints eventually made their way to Utah, trying their best to adhere to Young’s 
revelatory advice. Young’s success as a leader was solidified through the effective 
migration of large numbers of people to their “appointed” destination in Utah.140 By 
canonizing this revelation, Pratt was doing for future generations of Saints what Young’s 
revelation had done for the Saints in 1847, namely, validating the reality of prophetic 
succession through Brigham Young. By adding this revelation, Pratt theoretically opened 
the door for all subsequent presidents of the Church to add their own revelations to the 
book. This revelation changed the nature of the Doctrine and Covenants from a book 
explicitly about Joseph Smith’s revelations, to a book that could house future prophetic 
revelations outside the confines of the founding prophet. It was a fundamental shift.  
Interestingly, it appears that Pratt may have not seen this insertion in such colossal 
terms. Following Young’s advice to present the Doctrine and Covenants in chronological 
order, Pratt numbered Young’s revelation Section 136, but for an unknown reason 
labeled it as part of the appendix along with three other revelations.141 Nevertheless, this 
addition was still part of the canon. Pratt may have also liked the addition of the section 
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because he was mentioned in it and was renowned among the Saints as being the first 
member of the Church to enter the Salt Lake Valley and consecrate the land as a 
gathering place for the Saints.142 Whatever his impulse may have been for including the 
section, it is dwarfed by the fact that it elevated the status of Brigham Young and gave 
revelatory praise for his greatest accomplishment, leading the Saints to Utah. By 
implanting Young’s revelation into the canon, Pratt demonstrated a continual revelatory 
thread through the prophetic succession of Young, presented the continual nature of 
revelation within the Church (implying that this would continue), and highlighted 
Brigham’s role in the divine drama of the Church. This revelation, however, would not be 
the end of Brigham’s place within the Doctrine and Covenants. 
Brigham Young’s Status in Church History 
In 1852, while in England, Orson Pratt learned of a manuscript written by Joseph 
Smith’s mother, Lucy Mack Smith. The manuscript contained biographical information 
concerning Joseph Smith and the rest of the Smith family’s role in the rise of the Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Excited about its potential, Pratt first printed the 
tome in England and then reprinted it in Utah in 1854.143 Brigham Young, however, was 
not pleased with the content of the book. Young wrote to apostle Franklin D. Richards, 
then editor of the Latter-day Saint periodical, The Millennial Star, asking him to publish a 
statement on Pratt’s publication of Lucy Mack Smith’s book. He wrote that there were 
“many mistakes in the work…” and although some of the material may be profitable for 
the Saints, it should only be published after it was “carefully corrected.”144 Young 
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continued his tirade against the book for over a decade and pressured Pratt to recant his 
previous assertion that the book was written under Joseph Smith’s supervision, which it 
wasn’t.145 Young even went as far as suggesting to the Saints that they forfeit their copies 
of the book, and even suggested a buy-back program to incentivize the Saints to do so.146 
Historians have grappled over Brigham Young’s deep-seated hatred for Lucy 
Mack Smith’s book and have sought to find answers for why its existence angered him so 
much. In one instance, Brigham ranted against a section in the book that seemed to laud 
William Smith, Joseph’s younger brother, as a virtuous and saintly man. Young scoffed 
at the notion and recounted a time when he heard William speak ill of Joseph and wish 
death upon him (Joseph).147 William had also left the Church following the death of 
Joseph and set himself up as the true successor to his brother.148Another possible reason 
for Young’s dislike of the book stems from its alternative history of the Church that 
places the Smith family at the center of the saga and deemphasizes the authority of the 
Twelve Apostles, and the importance of temple ordinances, and plural marriage.149 It 
appeared that the history would align nicely with the claims of the Reorganized Church, 
spearheaded by Joseph Smith III, and could thwart Young’s prophetic claims.150 Because 
Young was literally written out of Lucy’s history (except for noting his conversion) and 
the doctrines promulgated by the Church in Utah were minimized, the book could not 
continue its current course of publication without severe modifications.   
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Brigham Young was keenly aware of his place and importance in the Latter-day 
Saint movement. From the beginning, he controlled the Church’s official histories and 
worried about competing accounts of events.151 Many of his worries were justified due to 
the explosion of schismatic groups that began cropping up almost immediately after 
Joseph Smith’s death. Young desired for the Saints to know that he had been chosen as 
God’s rightful heir to Smith’s prophetic enterprise. One major way that he could assure 
that was to remind the Saints of his loyalty and faith since the earliest days of the Church. 
This was accomplished by means of one of Joseph Smith’s revelations that he received 
on Young’s behalf. 
By the time Orson Pratt began expanding the Doctrine and Covenants in 1874, 
both he and Brigham Young had been members of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles 
(Brigham now being president of the Church and by default, the Quorum) for almost 
forty years. They had dedicated their lives to the service of the Church, and Young may 
have desired that his fellow Saints remember the sacrifices that he and his family made to 
assure its success. Immediately following his call to the apostleship in 1835, Young 
embarked on a flurry of missionary excursions. This left his new wife (as of 1834), Mary 
Ann Angell, responsible for the lion’s share of domestic duties while he was away. In the 
first five years of their marriage, Young was away on missionary trips for about half of 
that time.152 Meanwhile, Mary was laboring immensely to make ends meet, all while 
caring for Young’s two daughters from a previous marriage (his first wife, Miriam 
Works, had died due to consumption) and many children of their own. By the time 
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Young would leave on his longest mission trip to Great Britain in the fall of 1839, Mary 
was on the brink of destitution and struggling to care for their children.153 
While Young achieved immense success in the mission field, and admittedly 
enjoyed his work in England, he desperately missed his family.154 When he arrived home 
in the spring of 1841, he found his family “living in a small unfinished log cabin, situated 
on a low wet lot, so swampy that when the first attempt was made to plow it the oxen 
mired.” He immediately set out to improve their situation and began focusing on his 
family life instead of the mission field.155 During this time, he may have sought 
reassurance from Joseph Smith that caring for his family was to be his main priority. One 
week after his return, Smith “called on [him] at [his] house,” and witnessed the direness 
of their circumstances.156 He then proceeded to dictate a revelation that directed Young to 
“take special care of [his] family.” It was no longer required of him to “leave [his] family 
as in times past,” because his “offering [was] acceptable to [the Lord].”157 The assurance 
from Smith buoyed Young and must have come as a relief to Mary as well. Their 
sacrifices had been seen and their service recognized.  
As Orson Pratt contemplated this revelation, he obviously understood the 
immense sacrifices undertaken by Brigham Young and his family. As a means of 
reminding the Saints of Young’s sacrifices, Pratt canonized this section to not only 
appease Young, as he would be the one to have a final say over the project, but to 
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recognize the validity of his service to the Church, and the importance of his work and 
loyalty during the life of Joseph Smith. This revelation can be seen as a counterbalance to 
Pratt’s publication of the Lucy Mack Smith manuscript, something that Young was still 
fuming about later in his life.158 Instead of focusing the history of the Church on the 
Smith family, like Lucy’s book had done, the revelation emphasized the sacrifices of 
Brigham Young and his family. The revelatory history of the Church was no longer a 
story primarily based on the Smith family, but now highlighted the next leading family, 
the Young family. If Orson Pratt had wanted to further recognize the sacrifice and loyalty 
of Brigham Young and his family, he could have canonized a previous revelation given 
to Young that commanded him to provide for his family before his mission to England, 
but the revelation may have seemed redundant.159 Regardless of his motives for not 
canonizing the other revelation, it is evident that Young’s looming presence had an 
impact on his project. 
Conclusion 
Pratt seems to have been significantly influenced by his relationship with, and 
relation, in terms of the Church hierarchy, to Brigham Young. His canonization of certain 
portions of Smith’s letter from Liberty Jail can be seen as a subtle way of suggesting that 
Young’s modus operandi of governing the doctrines and administration of the Church 
had overstepped its bounds. The insertion of a seemingly random bit of teachings from 
Smith in Ramus, Illinois, was a compromise that both Pratt and Young could agree upon 
that allowed them to continue to propagate their views on the nature of the Holy Ghost 
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and the Godhead. However, most significantly, Pratt used his project to expand the scope 
of the Doctrine and Covenants as a book that contained revelations given not only to 
Joseph Smith but now to Brigham Young. He also reiterated Young’s service in the 
Church as a possible reconciliatory gesture to assure Young that he was aware and 
grateful for his sacrifices and role in the Church, despite his perceived misstep in 
publishing Lucy Mack Smith’s account of the beginnings of the Church. It should now be 
evident that Brigham Young’s influence and relationship with Orson Pratt significantly 

















INTERNAL FACTORS  
 
 When Orson Pratt was commissioned to expand the Doctrine and Covenants in 
1874, he was entering the twilight of his life. So, in fact, was Brigham Young. Both men 
had been members of the Church for almost 45 years and had retained their positions in 
the hierarchy (excluding Pratt’s brief hiatus) since 1835. They were two of the final three 
members of the original Quorum of the Twelve Apostles.160 As the first generation of 
Saints began to pass away, the injunction that Joseph Smith dictated, that “there shall be a 
record kept among you,” became even more imperative to Pratt as he progressed in 
age.161 Acting as Church Historian, Pratt took seriously his role as steward of Joseph 
Smith’s revelatory records and wanted to ensure their perpetuation.  
Pratt’s project, however, was just one of many changes that were occurring within 
the Church. For the first time since 1846, the Church was on the brink of dedicating 
another temple, the first one in Utah, with three more in progress.162 The onset of temple 
building prompted Brigham Young to officially record the rituals performed therein in 
1877, whereas before they were only passed on orally.163 This was indicative of the 
impulse to preserve the records of the Church and concretize them for the coming 
generations. It also demonstrated the Church’s renewed focus on the importance of 
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temples, leaving room for Pratt to fill in the gaps in the revelatory history about how 
important temples had been since the early history of the faith.   
For decades, the Doctrine and Covenants had not only played the role of scriptural 
text but remained the most comprehensive and widely available repository of Joseph 
Smith’s revelations. It was the Church’s authoritative history, in a sense, of the 
revelations of Joseph Smith. Pratt had been privy to Smith’s preoccupation with the 
creation of his own history and had witnessed the events leading up to his martyrdom. 
Truman Madsen, the author of a reverential biography of Smith, noticed that there were 
four main anxieties that Smith had that immediately preceded his death: (1) the 
construction of the temple, (2) accurately keeping, preserving, and disseminating the 
records of the Church, (3) making certain Church leaders understood his teachings, and 
(4) that they understood his role.164 It is possible that these anxieties influenced Pratt and 
manifested themselves in similar ways through his project. During the leadup to Smith’s 
death, Pratt remarked at how exasperated Smith’s desire to accomplish these tasks made 
him feel. “You give us no rest,” Pratt told him.165 These prophetic priorities, as Pratt may 
have understood them, can be seen in the revelations and teachings that he chose to insert 
into the Doctrine and Covenants, albeit in different ways. 
The influences that played a factor in his expansion project ranged from his 
relationship with Brigham Young to external pressures that necessitated, in his mind, a 
canonical response. This chapter, however, will focus on the internal factors that drove 
his project; internal in the sense that they appear to be priorities and emphases of the 
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Church at large during that time, and internal because they reflect the way that Pratt 
wanted to fill in the gaps of the faith’s history as contained within the Doctrine and 
Covenants. I assert that Pratt not only saw himself as the caretaker of Smith’s revelations 
and teachings but as the crafter of the revelatory history of the Church. By acting in this 
way, Pratt created an image of Smith’s life and teachings, through his expansion of the 
Doctrine and Covenants, which became the authoritative mode by which the members of 
the Church would understand the historical events and revelations involving Smith. He 
appears to have formalized a number of core and distinctive Latter-day Saint theological 
claims by grounding them in the revelations of the founding prophet. The sections that 
will be analyzed in this chapter will demonstrate how Pratt was driven by the priorities of 
the Church and his desire to chronicle the “authoritative” history of Smith’s revelations. 
Similar to Madsen’s characterizations of Smith’s anxieties, these sections fall into four 
major categories or aims that Pratt may have had for his project: (1) to recognize the 
exegetical authority of the Prophet Joseph Smith, (2) to demonstrate Smith’s prophetic 
abilities, (3) to show Smith’s ability to imbue the Saints with a sense of participation in 
sacred history and sacred lands, and (4) to fill in the revelatory account of Smith and the 
Church by giving more emphasis on the history of the priesthood and the importance of 
the temple.  
Joseph Smith as Inspired Exegete 
As the foremost “scripturist” in the Church, Orson Pratt was deeply invested in 
the authority of scripture. He believed that the doctrine of the Church must be squared 
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with the scriptures.166 While he preached adherence to the living prophets and apostles, 
he was much more comfortable with Joseph Smith’s teachings and revelations than with 
Brigham Young’s.167 Smith’s revelations and teachings were the lenses that Pratt used to 
interpret the scriptures. He was a scriptural literalist, always looking for ways to see how 
biblical prophecies were fulfilled by Latter-day Saint narratives. For example, he once 
proclaimed that the phrase “Truth shall spring out of the earth,” from Psalm 85:11, was a 
prophecy about the retrieval of the gold plates out of the ground by Joseph Smith.168 His 
scriptural worldview was heavily informed by Smith’s life and teachings and it was 
essential to him to use Smith’s framework to understand scripture. When Smith 
endeavored to exegete scripture, Pratt believed it. Consequently, Pratt canonized two of 
Smith’s explanations of scripture, one about the Book of Revelation and one concerning 
the Book of Isaiah. What follows is an examination of these sections.  
Section 77 
Beginning in 1830, Joseph Smith began working on what he called, “a translation 
of the Bible.” To him, it was an essential part of his prophetic mission, something he 
considered a “branch of [his] calling.”169  It wasn’t a “translation” in the colloquial sense, 
but an “inspired” and revised “translation” that sought to correct, expand, and harmonize 
the Bible with his revelations.170 Smith didn’t consult ancient biblical documents in their 
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original language and try to render them into nineteenth-century English but instead 
sought to use his prophetic gifts to restore the meaning and true intent of the biblical 
record.171 
Smith would sit down with an 1828 Finney edition of the King James Bible and, 
with the help of a scribe, dictate what changes needed to be made.172 The three-year span 
of his translation project was the time of his greatest scriptural output.173 This was 
because many doctrinal questions arose in Smith’s mind as he poured over the Bible. He 
used his translation project as a way to answer these doctrinal curiosities. For example, 
Smith produced many revelations during this period that answered questions about the 
afterlife (Section 76), plural marriage (Section 132, although it was not written down 
until 1843), and produced heretofore unknown histories of the biblical prophet Moses. 
Smith purported that these scriptural anomalies (i.e. his revelations) were given from God 
in response to his earnest questioning concerning a doctrinal matter.  
In a similar manner, Smith said he received the section that Orson Pratt would 
canonize as Section 77. As he was working on his “translation” of the New Testament, he 
was confronted with the oft used and abused Book of Revelation. Smith dictated this 
revelation in an effort to provide a “key” to understanding the Book of Revelation.174 The 
content of the section appears to have Smith asking specific questions about the symbolic 
meaning of the signs and symbols from the Book of Revelation and then the Lord 
 
171 Richard Lyman Bushman, Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2005), 132 
– 133.  
172 Givens, Peal of Greatest Price, 32.  
173 Ibid., 35.  
174 Robert J. Woodford, “The Historical Development of the Doctrine and Covenants” (PhD diss., Brigham 
Young University, 1974), 973. 
57 
 
dictating back to him what they meant. For example, Smith asks, “What is the sea of 
glass spoken of by John 4th chapter, and 6th verse of Revelations?” God then replies to 
Smith, “It is the Earth, in its sanctified immortal, and eternal state.”175 The rest of the 
revelation continues in this fashion, answering questions about the meaning of beasts, 
seals, and numerology contained with the Book of Revelation.  
Smith’s interpretation was recorded and then copied into a book called Revelation 
Book 1, sometime between April and August of 1832.176 Revelation Book 1 was one of 
the earliest handwritten compilations of Smith’s revelations. In 1835, when the Church 
was compiling revelations from this volume to canonize and publish as the Doctrine and 
Covenants, this revelation was left out. The reason for its omittance remains unknown. 
However, when the Church began publishing a history of the Church following the death 
of Smith in 1844, this revelation appeared in serialized form in the Church’s periodical, 
The Times and Seasons.177 In 1851, it was picked up by Church apostle Franklin 
Richards, then president of the British Mission, and published in a missionary tract 
entitled, The Pearl of Great Price.178 His tract, containing a random assortment of 
revelations from Smith, became hugely popular among members of the Church for 
decades to come.179 So popular in fact, that Orson Pratt successfully lobbied for its 
inclusion in the canon of scripture in 1880. 
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The general popularity of the Pearl of Great Price may have emboldened Pratt to 
feel comfortable extracting portions of it for his expansion of the Doctrine and 
Covenants. In the Pearl of Great Price, the revelation relating to the Book of Revelation 
was called, A Key to the Revelation of St. John. By Joseph Smith. When Pratt placed it 
within the Doctrine and Covenants, it became Section 77. Pratt was demonstrating 
Smith’s exegetical authority by canonizing this section. 
Section 113 
Section 113 has specific resonance with Section 77 in the sense that both are 
explications of biblical passages. Whereas Section 77 dealt with the complicated 
symbolism of the Book of Revelation, Section 113 contains answers to questions 
regarding passages in the Book of Isaiah. Sometime in March of 1838, some members of 
the Church posed questions to Joseph Smith about the meaning of certain pericopes from 
Isaiah.180 The two passages in question (Isaiah chapters 11 and 52) appear frequently in 
Smith’s revelations, especially throughout the Book of Mormon.181 Also similar to 
Section 77, this was meant as a “key” to understanding the sometimes complicated 
prophetic language of Isaiah. One of the more interesting aspects of this section is how 
the questions and answers are framed. The first six verses contain questions from an 
unnamed person. After the question is asked, Joseph recites an answer, but begins by 
qualifying the answer with the phrase “thus saith the Lord.” For example, the question is 
asked, “Who is the Stem of Jesse spoken of in the 1st, 2nd,  3rd, 4th, and 5th. verses of the 
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11th chapter of Isaiah? Verily thus saith the Lord, it is Christ.”182 Beginning with verse 
seven, Elias Higbee is referenced as the questioner and asks to know the meaning of 
Isaiah 52:1. Smith responds that Isaiah “had reference to those whom God should call in 
the last days, who should hold the power of the Priesthood to bring again Zion… ”183 It 
appears that Smith was confident that his answers in the first six verses were meant to be 
revelations due to the inclusion of the phrase “thus saith the Lord.” The last four verses 
appear to be Smith’s best exposition as to the meaning of these passages. It is interesting 
then that Pratt canonized both types of answers, Smith’s revelatory ones, alongside his 
less certain ones. This may have indicated Pratt’s incredible trust in the scriptural 
authority and doctrinal exegesis of Joseph Smith.  
In the Book of Mormon, Smith has Jesus Christ telling people assembled on the 
American continent to “search” the teachings of Isaiah, because “great are the words of 
Isaiah.”184 As the most qualified scriptorian in the Church, Orson Pratt was extremely 
well-versed with the Book of Mormon and with its extensive quotations from the book of 
Isaiah.185 He was no doubt aware of Christ’s injunction as found in the Book of Mormon 
to give special heed to Isaiah’s words, and therefore may have thought that this 
explanatory key, as found in Smith’s journal, warranted inclusion in the Doctrine and 
Covenants. Because of its publication in the Deseret News in 1853, the revelation was 
most likely well-known among the Church and utilized to understand those specific 
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Isaianic passages.186 Pratt’s decision to canonize this revelation likely stemmed from his 
reliance on Smith’s exegetic lens to understand difficult passages of scripture, and on the 
generalized acceptance of this revelation within the Church.  
Joseph Smith as a Prophet  
Due to Orson Pratt’s literalist understanding of the scriptures, he took prophecies 
at face value. When he would sermonize, he was generally less concerned with 
convincing the hearers to live more virtuous lives, and more focused on “demonstrat[ing] 
the fulfillment of prophecy or the legitimacy of LDS concepts.”187 Pratt was very devoted 
to proving the reality of biblical and Latter-day Saint prophecy. On one occasion he 
described the prophecies in the Book of Mormon by saying that “…the prophecies 
contained in it are being fulfilled with great rapidity; and every prediction yet in the 
future, recorded in that book, will be fulfilled literally, according to the words that are 
spoken.”188 He had such confidence in the prophecies of Joseph Smith because he 
witnessed one (which will be examined below) come to fruition. “I waited over twenty-
eight years and saw [its] fulfilment to the very letter…. That same God who gave the 
revelations to his servant Joseph Smith … will fulfil every jot and every tittle that has 
been spoken…”189 Pratt anxiously shared the prophecies of his tradition because he truly 
believed that each one would be fulfilled. His preoccupation with prophecies in the 
scriptures contributed to his expansion project of the Doctrine and Covenants. For Pratt, 
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it appears to have been imperative to portray Smith as a truly prophetic figure in order to 
accurately depict his life and teachings. The following sections that will be analyzed 
demonstrate Pratt’s desire to depict Smith as such. 
Section 87 
In December 1832, a serious conflict arose between the administration of Andrew 
Jackson and the Southern States. Jackson imposed a heavy tariff that favored Northern 
manufacturers and South Carolina reacted defiantly by nullifying the tariff and forbidding 
its collection. In response to South Carolina’s rebellion, Jackson sent federal troops to the 
state and a violent conflict seemed likely.190 As news of the conflict trickled down to 
Joseph Smith, he made an uncharacteristically specific prophecy, probably with this 
context in mind. His revelation stated, “Verily, thus saith the Lord, concerning the wars 
that will shortly come to pass, beginning at the rebellion of South Carolina…” The 
prophecy goes on to predict that the “Southern States shall be divided against the 
Northern States… and thus war shall be poured out upon all nations.”191  
It may have come as a surprise to Smith that only a few short months later, the 
crisis was averted. This may have been the reason that when the Doctrine and Covenants 
was to be published in 1835, this revelation was marked as one that should be omitted.192 
Throughout his subsequent life, Smith deemphasized the revelation, but he nevertheless 
stood by it, even reiterating its contents in 1843.193 Even though the revelation remained 
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unpublished during his lifetime, Smith did allow some copies to be made.194 Most 
notable among the copyists and disseminators of the revelation was Orson Pratt.195 Pratt 
recalled how in his youth he would utilize the revelation in his missionary travels. He 
stated that he was “in the habit of reading it to the people among whom I traveled and 
preached.”196 Pratt’s usage of the revelation, along with at least eight others, elevated the 
status of the revelation and kept it within the ether of the Latter-day Saints, even while it 
remained unpublished.  
As Orson Pratt was leaving the British Isles in 1851, concluding a three-year stint 
presiding over the British Mission, he gave one of his personal copies of the revelation to 
the new president of the mission, Franklin Richards.197 Richards subsequently took the 
revelation that Pratt had recorded and published it for the first time in 1851 as part of the 
aforementioned missionary tract, the Pearl of Great Price. As noted above, the Pearl of 
Great Price gained immense popularity among the Latter-day Saints and eventually was 
canonized as scripture. By placing the revelation within the Pearl of Great Price, Richards 
had all but assured its perpetuation in the hearts and minds of the Latter-day Saints.  
Originally, before the onset of the Civil War, the revelation received a great deal 
of ridicule. Pratt reported that the people he read it to “regarded it as the height of 
nonsense.”198 However, as the Civil War became more imminent, George Q. Cannon 
recorded that reading the revelation to non-Latter-day Saints “made a considerable 
impression on the people,” and that they were “struck with the remarkable character of 
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the prophecy.” Having stated that, he also clarified that he was unaware if the revelation 
converted anyone to the Church.199 Upon hearing of the secession of many of the 
Southern States, beginning in South Carolina, the Latter-day Saints immediately 
hearkened back to Joseph Smith’s prophecy and saw it as being fulfilled. Wilford 
Woodruff recorded in his journal that when he heard of the news of the withdrawal of 
various states from the Union, it was in “fulfillment of the prophecy of Joseph Smith the 
Prophet… which has been published in the pearl of Great Price.”200 Woodruff echoed the 
sentiment of many Latter-day Saints.  
Orson Pratt no doubt saw the Civil War as a vindication of the revelation. His 
early familiarity with the revelation, his utilization of it, and its subsequent popularity and 
specific fulfillment, perhaps each played a role in his decision to canonize it. More than 
anything, it appears that Pratt saw it as one of the many pieces of evidence of the 
truthfulness of Joseph Smith’s message. Pratt’s own words seem to best express his 
feelings regarding the matter. 
“I knew the prophecy was true, for the Lord had spoken to me and given me 
revelation… Year after year passed away, while every little while some of the 
acquaintances I had formerly made would say, “Well, what is going to become of 
that prediction? It’s never going to be fulfilled.” Said I, “Wait, the Lord has his 
time set.” By and by it came along, and the first battle was fought at Charleston, 
South Carolina. This is another testimony that Joseph Smith was a Prophet of the 
Most High God; he not only told the coming of a great civil war…but he named 
the very place where it should commence.”201 
 
This revelation proved to Pratt that Smith was a true prophet. Other revelations would 
serve a similar purpose, albeit in a less dramatic fashion. As the crafter of Smith’s 
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revelatory history, Pratt would insist on Smith’s prophetic skills and would canonize 
another section that can be read as continuing to see Smith as a true prophet. 
Section 108 
The day after Christmas in 1835, Lyman Sherman came to Joseph Smith’s home 
seeking a revelation on his behalf. Smith’s journal records that Sherman said he was 
“wrought upon” and wanted to receive a revelation through Smith that would let him 
know his duty. Smith acquiesced to his request and dictated a revelation that assured 
Sherman that his “sins [were] forgiven” because he obeyed the prompting he had 
received and had sought “to receive councel of him (Joseph Smith) whom I (meaning the 
Lord) have appointed.”202 The revelation went on to reassure Sherman of his spiritual 
standing before the Lord and exhorted him to be patient and await the blessings that 
would come from the soon-to-be dedicated Kirtland Temple. When the “solemn 
assembly” (during the Kirtland Temple dedication) would occur, he was promised to 
receive “right by ordination.”203 
 When Lyman Sherman received this revelation from Joseph Smith, he was 
serving as a president of the First Quorum of Seventy that Smith had established.204 
Sherman had endured much with the Latter-day Saints and had proved, on many 
occasions, his faithfulness to Smith and the Church. There is even evidence to suggest 
that Smith and Sherman were so close that Sherman was one of the first members to be 
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told about the principle of plural marriage.205 Following this revelation, Sherman 
participated in the proceedings and ordinances associated with the dedication of the 
Kirtland Temple, fulfilling Smith’s prophetic promise of receiving ordination at the 
appointed time. On January 8th, 1837, Sherman continued to demonstrate his faith to the 
cause by standing up in the temple and speaking “in the gift of tongues & proclaimed 
great and marvelous things while clothed upon by the power and spirit of God.”206Even 
when a mass apostasy occurred in Kirtland, Ohio, due to the failure of the Kirtland Safety 
Society Bank, he remained faithful.207 
 Lyman Sherman’s confidence and loyalty to Joseph Smith and the Church may 
have been why he was chosen to become a member of the Quorum of Twelve Apostles in 
1839. At this time, Smith and other leaders of the Church were incarcerated in Liberty 
Jail while the rest of the members of the Church were trying to avoid the mobs while 
leaving Missouri. During Smith’s imprisonment, Sherman went and visited him. It was 
upon leaving the prison that Sherman’s brother-in-law, Benjamin Johnson, records that 
he “took ill” and became dangerously sick.208 Without knowing of his condition, the First 
Presidency wrote to Brigham Young and Heber C. Kimball and asked them to ordain 
Sherman as an apostle.209 However, before they could notify him of the impending 
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ordination, he died.210 Sherman passed away as a stalwart believer in Smith and his 
message.  
The revelation that Smith had dictated to him four years prior wasn’t copied into 
one of the revelation books but was instead copied into Smith’s journal.211 Due to its 
placement in Smith’s journal, the revelation did not appear in publication until 1852 
when it was published in the Deseret News.212 In his exhaustive study of the Doctrine and 
Covenants, Robert Woodford states that textual development of this revelation had “no 
variations within the text … of any great significance.”213 However, when one compares 
the published account from 1852 to the account found in Smith’s journal, one will notice 
the changing of a word that may shed light on the purpose behind adding it to the 
expanded Doctrine and Covenants.  
 In Joseph Smith’s journal, the oldest extant source of the revelation, the revelation 
tells Sherman to “[w]ait patiently untill the time when the solemn assembly shall be 
called of my servants then you shall be numbered with the first of mine elders and receive 
right by ordination with the rest of mine elders whom I have chosen.”214 When the 
revelation was published in the Deseret News in 1852, the word “numbered” was 
changed to “remembered.”215 When considering the canonization of this revelation, 
Orson Pratt decided to use the language as found in the Deseret News instead of Smith’s 
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journal entry.216 By canonizing this section, with the word “remembered,” instead of 
“numbered,” Pratt memorialized Lyman Sherman and helped emphasize the fulfillment 
of Smith’s prophecy. Due to Sherman’s participation in the solemn assembly that took 
place at the dedication of the Kirtland Temple the year after the revelation had been 
given, and his subsequent ordination as an Elder at that time, Smith’s words came to pass. 
Sherman was to be “remembered,” as was Smith’s prophecy about Sherman’s ordination. 
By making this revelation scripture, Pratt continued to emphasize the point that Smith 
was indeed a true prophet.  
Participation in Sacred History and Sacred Space  
 Joseph Smith’s first major scriptural production, the Book of Mormon, purported 
to be a history of the ancient inhabitants of the Americas. The book gave the United 
States a “deep past,” and infused it with a sacred history.217 It “placed the Americas 
squarely at the center of future prophecies, subsuming it within a larger providential 
story.”218 The Book of Mormon even prophesied about the creation of a “New 
Jerusalem” upon “this land” (meaning the Americas).219 The sacred story of the 
Americas, as delivered in the Book of Mormon, gave the Latter-day Saints special access 
to the past and made them participants in America’s prophesied future. This sentiment 
deeply resonated with Orson Pratt.  
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Although the Book of Mormon does not specifically identify the location for its 
occurrences, it did not stop Pratt and other Latter-day Saint leaders from speculating. 
Joseph Smith appeared to accept that it could have taken place in either North or Central 
America.220 Pratt ventured even further south and posited that the “promised land” as 
mentioned in 1 Nephi 18:23 was “believed to be on the coast of Chili, S. America.”221 
The interesting thing about Pratt’s assumption is that it made it into the 1879 edition of 
the Book of Mormon as a footnote, whereas Smith’s opinions never made it into the 
canonized text or even the paratext. Pratt was interested in the specificity of prophecy and 
was not shy about propounding his theories within the footnotes of the Book of Mormon. 
Pratt employed a hermeneutic of specificity when reading the Book of Mormon and other 
revelations from Joseph Smith, and this theoretical lens appears to have influenced his 
expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants.222 The following three sections seem to place 
the Latter-day Saints within the sacred history of the United States that Joseph Smith 
helped create by infusing actual locations with a sacred past.   
Section 116 
When the first edition of the Doctrine and Covenants was published in 1835, a 
revelation that Joseph Smith had received on March 1, 1832, was tweaked to add two 
additional verses of text.223 Included in these verses was the introduction of a new name 
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and concept for the Latter-day Saints, a term called “Adam-ondi-Ahman.”224 The context 
of the revelation doesn’t immediately identify the meaning of the term. It only states that 
“the Lord God, the Holy One of Zion… ha[s] established the foundations of Adam-ondi-
Ahman.”225 However, a revelation dictated by Smith that same year identifies it as a 
place, more specifically a “valley.” The “valley of Adam-ondi-Ahman,” according to 
Smith, was the site of the bestowal of Adam’s last blessing on his posterity, and an 
apparition of the Lord where the Lord blessed Adam as the “head” and “prince” over a 
“multitude of nations.”226  
 Three years after the introduction of this term, the Latter-day Saints were 
surveying land to buy and settle in northern Missouri. At the beginning of 1838 Smith 
had received a revelation where the Lord had purportedly commanded them to abandon 
Kirtland, Ohio, and promised to send them to a land “flowing with milk and honey.”227 
As part of their surveying trip westward into northern Missouri, Smith, Sidney Rigdon, 
and George W. Robinson came upon a prominent mound called Spring Hill. Smith’s 
journal records that it was “named by the mouth of [the] Lord and was called Adam Ondi 
Awmen, because said he it is the place where Adam shall come to visit his people, or the 
Ancient of days shall sit as spoken of by Daniel the Prophet.”228 By identifying the site of 
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Adam-ondi-Ahman in northern Missouri, Smith infused holiness on the land upon which 
they were to build and cast them as members in the divine drama.229  
 Orson Pratt extracted the journal entry quoted above in the Deseret News and 
used it as the basis for Section 116.230 It was a continuation of the revelations that 
continued to imbue Adam-ondi-Ahman with a mythical status, a place that had a sacred 
history, and a place that would have a supernatural future where Adam would return to 
“visit his people”. The concept of Adam-ondi-Ahman would feature prominently in 
Latter-day Saint thought and was connected to their strong sense of millenarianism.231 
Just because the Saints had left Missouri behind for their home in the Great Basin, 
doesn’t mean that they had forgotten the sacredness of that land. Pratt’s decision to 
reemphasize that belief by adding this one-verse section into the Doctrine and Covenants 
may indicate his desire to instill the Saints with a greater sense of their part in the sacred 
history of the United States, and a shared history with the ancient patriarch, Adam.  
Section 125 
 The Latter-day Saints’ brief stint in northern Missouri ended in their violent 
removal from the state and the imprisonment of their leaders. They dispersed across the 
Mississippi River, spilling into Illinois and Iowa as religious refugees.232 Amidst the 
chaos of their exodus, members of the Church were uncertain of where to settle and 
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whom to trust without the guidance of their leaders.233 However, this tragedy afforded an 
opportunity for themselves and their new neighbors. After their warm welcome as 
refugees in Quincy, Illinois, some Saints leaped at the idea of establishing a more 
permanent residence somewhere in Illinois or Iowa. Both areas presented them with 
advantageous circumstances. Iowa, for instance, was a territory and was under the 
jurisdiction of the federal government. The territorial governor promised them religious 
freedom and federal protection if they were to settle there.234 This intriguing possibility 
was originally forwarded by Smith upon his escape from prison, along with creating 
settlements in Illinois. As the details panned out over two years (1839 – 1841), Smith and 
the rest of the Latter-day Saints began focusing their efforts on settling in Illinois. It was 
in Illinois that he received a revelation that commanded the Saints to gather to Nauvoo, 
Illinois, in favor of other settlements.235 
 A few months after receiving the original revelation beseeching the Saints to 
gather to Nauvoo, Joseph Smith dictated another revelation that was sought to answer the 
question of what was the “will of the Lord, concerning the Saints in the Territory of 
Iowa?”236 This is the revelation that Orson Pratt inserted into the 1876 edition of the 
Doctrine and Covenants. The revelation counseled the Saints to gather themselves to the 
places that Smith would appoint and to build up a city opposite of Nauvoo called 
Zarahemla (in Iowa territory). At the same time, the revelation allowed the Saints some 
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leeway and permitted them to gather to Nauvoo, Zarahemla, or Nashville (another 
Church-owned parcel in Iowa territory), or wherever a stake had been created.237  
 This revelation is an example of the sacralization that Smith bestowed upon the 
places where the Saints settled. Like its neighbor across the river, Zarahemla was a short-
lived experiment but could serve as a model of the Saints following the commands of the 
Lord by settling there, even if it were for a short while. By canonizing the commission to 
settle in the land, however short it may have been, Pratt demonstrated Smith’s ability to 
attribute holiness to the mundane and to allow the Saints to feel that they were 
participating in something godlier than themselves.  
Section 115 
Just before Joseph Smith received the revelation on the location of Adam-ondi-
Ahman (Section 116), he dictated a revelation that sought to give them a new place to 
build Zion. In January of 1838, Smith and his family headed to a Latter-day Saint 
settlement in Far West, Missouri. When they arrived, they found a sprawling community 
that was growing rapidly. Because of controversies with their neighbors in Clay County, 
a year prior, many of the Saints had already begun a gradual exodus out of that region 
and into Caldwell County. Smith grew increasingly optimistic at their standing in the 
region, especially since the Missouri government divvied up a portion of Ray County and 
allocated the new Caldwell County as a safe gathering place for the Saints. Although 
their county was small, it was a new start and Smith was ready to build up the city. It 
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would be his first attempt to build a city from the ground up, and he was excited at the 
prospect.238  
In a revelation received on April 26, 1838, the Lord commanded that the city of 
Far West “be a holy and consecrated land unto me [the Lord),” for, “it shall be called 
most holy, for the ground upon which thou standest is holy.” The Saints were then tasked 
with building a “house unto [the Lord], for the gathering together of [His] Saints, that 
they may worship [Him].”239 The revelation insinuated that the fact that the Saints would 
gather to this place was reason enough for the Saints to consider it “holy.” It would 
become even more divine through the erection of a temple unto the Lord. Smith’s 
revelation attributed holiness to the collective body of the Saints and upped the ante by 
proposing the construction of a building whose very purpose was to sanctify those who 
entered therein.   
Orson Pratt’s canonization of this section reiterated the sense of sacredness that 
was created by the gathering of the Saints into a collective body, whether it was in Far 
West or Utah, and demonstrated how the erection of the temple made it even holier. The 
modern Church may recognize Section 115 as the revelation that clarifies the official 
name of the Church as The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, but Pratt may 
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Filling in the Gaps: The Priesthood and the Temple 
The Priesthood: Sections 2 and 13 
 The final internal impulse that drove Orson Pratt’s expansion project was his 
apparent desire to fill in the gaps in Joseph Smith’s revelatory record, i.e. the Doctrine 
and Covenants, to give a more coherent narrative that emphasized the priesthood and the 
importance of the temple. These two topics, the priesthood, and the temple are 
particularly intertwined in Latter-day Saint thought. Beginning in 1832, Smith began to 
develop a complex and unique understanding of priesthood, or the authority and power to 
act in the name of God. Although “priesthood” was mentioned in the Book of Mormon, 
as well as an insinuation that a bestowal of power and authority was needed to effectuate 
certain ordinances, it wasn’t until a September 1832 revelation that he began to expand 
on the concept.241 The priesthood was bipartite, consisting of a lesser priesthood, later 
known as the Aaronic Priesthood, and a greater priesthood, known as the Melchizedek 
Priesthood.242 Depending on which priesthood a man held (only male members of the 
Church are permitted to hold the priesthood), he could be ordained to certain offices 
pertaining to that priesthood.  
 Joseph Smith’s teachings about the nature of the priesthood gradually became 
more systematic. Certain offices pertaining to the Aaronic Priesthood held “keys” – or the 
authority to use the priesthood in a prescribed way – to perform the ordinance of baptism 
and other “outward ordinances,” such as administering the sacrament of the Lord’s 
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Supper.243 The Melchizedek Priesthood, on the other hand, held the “key of the mysteries 
of the kingdom even the key of the knowledge of God,” and was required to “see the face 
of God… and live.”244 It also held keys to perform different ordinances, such as 
conferring the gift of the Holy Ghost, ordaining others to offices in the Melchizedek 
Priesthood, and weightier ordinances – such as the power to seal husbands and wives 
together in marriage – which would become associated with the temple. This “higher” 
priesthood was needed to be able to receive more keys concerning the ordinances that 
were to be carried out in the temple. As Joseph Smith’s vision of the importance of the 
priesthood and its association with the temple began to unfold, holes in his revelatory 
story remained.  
 Before Orson Pratt expanded the Doctrine and Covenants, it contained a 
revelation that had a brief reference to Joseph Smith and his associate, Oliver Cowdery, 
being ordained to the “first priesthood” under the hands of John the Baptist. Later, the 
same revelation claimed that Peter, James, and John had ordained them as apostles, 
intimating that they received the Melchizedek Priesthood on that occasion.245 The 
visitation of these three angelic visitors gave them the ability to “bear the keys of [their] 
ministry.”246 This was important because the concept of angelic figures returning to 
Smith and his associates to confer priesthood keys, that they themselves had held 
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anciently, would figure prominently in his later writings and would become part of the 
grand story of the Church. 
 In 1838, during a time of intense persecution and the threat of various lawsuits 
looming in Kirtland, Ohio, Joseph Smith fled to Far West, Missouri. It was there that he 
began writing a unique personal history.247 The tone of his account highlights Smith’s 
feelings during this tumultuous time. More importantly, however, it also shows how he 
was beginning to systematize his prophetic experience and emphasize various visionary 
episodes to create a consistent narrative. His focus throughout the brief history was his 
“religious mission.” 
 Joseph Smith’s 1838 history was eventually published in the Church newspaper, 
The Times and Seasons, beginning in 1842.248 The stories of his “first vision,” the visit of 
the Nephite prophet Moroni to tell him about the golden plates, and the reception of the 
priesthood from John the Baptist, all figured prominently in this retelling and cemented 
themselves within the Church’s sacred narrative. As has been a common theme for many 
of the revelations added to the Doctrine and Covenants by Orson Pratt, Smith’s history 
also appeared in the Pearl of Great Price, the missionary tract compiled by Franklin 
Richards.249 Pratt extracted two small passages from the history to insert into the 
Doctrine and Covenants in order to highlight major events that would impact the truth 
claims and overall narrative of the Church. 
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 Section 2 of the Doctrine and Covenants contains a short statement from the 
Angel Moroni to Joseph Smith when he allegedly visited the seventeen-year-old on 
September 21st, 1823. In the years following Smith’s “First Vision” experience in the 
spring of 1820, he recorded that he “was left to all kinds of temptations… and frequently 
fell into many foolish errors and displayed the weakness of youth…” Smith admitted to 
committing sins and said that he wanted to know his standing before God. As Smith was 
praying to God, an angel appeared to him and told him that he “was a messenger sent 
from the presence of God… [and] that God had a work for me to do.” The messenger 
then went on to tell Smith of a book that was deposited in a hill nearby his home that 
contained a record of the ancient inhabitants of the Americas, along with an ancient tool 
necessary for translating the record. After giving this explanation, the angel quoted Old 
Testament and New Testament verses, apparently quoting some differently than they 
were recorded in the King James Version of the Bible.250 
 One of the passages of scripture that he quoted was from the final chapter of the 
book of Malachi.251 Smith recorded that Moroni said, “Behold I will reveal unto you the 
Priesthood, by the hand of Elijah the prophet, before the coming of the great and dreadful 
day of the Lord; And he shall plant in the hearts of the children the promises made to the 
fathers, and the hearts of the children shall turn to their fathers; If it were not so, the 
whole earth would be utterly wasted at his coming.”252 Orson Pratt decided to canonize 
this statement as Section 2 of the Doctrine and Covenants. There are various reasons for 
Pratt’s inclusion of this passage within the Doctrine and Covenants. First, it demonstrated 
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the necessity of the visit of Elijah to bestow “the Priesthood” or what would later be 
understood as the priesthood keys necessary to seal families together. Second, it perfectly 
coincided with another section that Pratt would insert, namely, Section 110, which 
contained an account of the visitation of Elijah to Joseph Smith and Oliver Cowdery in 
the Kirtland Temple, where he committed to them keys of the priesthood.253 That 
account, also canonized by Pratt, fulfilled Moroni’s prophecy to Joseph Smith, thus 
painting a linear picture from Moroni’s visit in 1823, assuring Smith that Elijah would 
return to reveal a certain aspect of the priesthood, to the actual fulfillment of the said 
promise.  
 Before Pratt’s expansion project, there was only a brief mention of the conferral 
of the Aaronic Priesthood from John the Baptist.254 No priesthood keys were mentioned, 
something that was then integral to Pratt’s understanding of the priesthood. 
Consequently, he extracted another portion of Joseph Smith’s 1838 history to give a 
fuller understanding of the priesthood keys associated with the Aaronic priesthood. The 
account records John the Baptist giving the Aaronic Priesthood to Smith and Oliver 
Cowdery by saying: 
“Upon you my fellow servants, in the name of the Messiah, I confer the 
Priesthood of Aaron, which holds the keys of the ministering of angels, and of the 
gospel of repentance, and of baptism by immersion for the remission of sins; and 
this shall never be taken again from the earth…”255 
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Now, there was a definitive event that concretized the restoration of the Aaronic 
Priesthood. It also explained the keys of the priesthood that pertained to it. Pratt’s 
insertion of Sections 2 and 13, as extracted from Joseph Smith’s history, solidified the 
founding events of the Church, i.e., the appearance of Moroni in 1823, with his 
subsequent prophecy about the priesthood keys Elijah would bring in the future, and the 
bestowal of the Aaronic priesthood. It further emphasized the need for the restoration of 
the priesthood to be able to act in God’s name. Pratt’s positioning of these events within 
the Doctrine and Covenants further entrenched that narrative. 
The Temple: Sections 109 and 110 
 In 1832, congruent with the time that Joseph Smith began developing his 
teachings on the priesthood, he began exhibiting his first inclinations towards temple 
building and temple worship.256 He purportedly received a commandment that told him 
to erect a “house of God.”257 This revelation, along with a flurry of subsequent temple 
related directives, cemented the idea of the temple at the center of Latter-day Saint 
worship. The idea developed to include new elements throughout Smith’s life. At first, 
the temple was a place of sanctification and holiness that could usher in the Lord’s 
presence.258 It would later become a Church-sanctioned place to perform sacred rites 
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using the keys of the priesthood, such as baptisms for the dead, anointings, marriage 
sealings, and the receiving of an ordinance called the endowment.259  
 Smith exerted an incredible amount of effort into getting the Latter-day Saints to 
focus on the construction of these holy edifices. At times, he would remind them that the 
Lord was displeased at the lack of attention they had given to the collectivization of their 
means to build the temple. Smith reported that God told him that the members of the 
Church had “sinned against me a verry grievous sin,” by not focusing on the construction 
of the temple, contrary to his commands.260 By focusing so much of his time and 
resources on the construction and importance of temples, Smith infused the Church with 
a temple-oriented mindset that would ensure that wherever the Saints would settle, they 
would need to construct a temple in their midst. After undertaking three separate temple 
projects one unsuccessful and two successful), Smith assured that temple building, and 
the ordinances and rituals that he introduced, would be perpetuated even after his 
death.261  
 Upon the death of Joseph Smith in June of 1844, Brigham Young rose ascendant 
as the president of the Church. His leadership differed from Smith’s in the sense that he 
was not a visionary charismatic but was instead the steward of the ordinances and rituals 
of the temple. He considered this knowledge and authority paramount to aid the fledgling 
Saints and used it as a tool to discourage others from following schismatic groups or 
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abandoning Nauvoo immediately following Smith’s death. On one occasion, he warned 
members trying to leave Nauvoo for Texas that “they [Lyman White and others who led 
parties away from Nauvoo] Cannot give an endowment [one of the ordinances of the 
temple] in the wilderness.”262 Historian John Turner asserts that Young’s leadership 
directly after Smith’s death was a type of “priestly leadership” and that instead of being a 
prophetic seer like Smith, he took on the role of “chief priest,” meaning that he was the 
rightful perpetuator of Smith and his temple doctrine.263 
 As the new leader of the Church, Young saw to it that the Latter-day Saints 
finished building the Nauvoo temple so that everyone could receive their endowments.264 
On the eve of their migration west, and shortly after the completion of the temple, Young 
oversaw the administration of the endowment to over five thousand Saints and the 
marriage sealings of hundreds of others.265 Young firmly positioned himself as the 
overseer of these ordinances, without which the Saints would be lost.266  
 After the exodus west from Nauvoo in 1846, and the abandonment of the Nauvoo 
Temple, the leaders in the Church continued to emphasize the absolute necessity of a 
physical, dedicated temple.267 As the Saints journeyed towards the Great Basin, Brigham 
Young stated that “the use of the Lord’s house is to attend to the ordinances of the 
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Kingdom therein; and if it were lawful and right to administer these ordinances out of 
doors where would be the necessity of building a house?”268 Orson Pratt reiterated this 
point when he said that “there are certain appointed places for the ministration of these 
holy ordinances. Temples must be built.”269  The necessity of a temple to perform and 
enact the special rituals introduced by Smith was ever on the mind of the leaders. 
 On July 26, 1847, soon after arriving in Utah, Brigham Young identified a plot of 
land where they were to build a temple.270 In the meantime, their priority, John Taylor 
said, was to build a “Council House,” where temple ordinances could temporarily be 
performed.271 Once this building was constructed, and temple rituals were being 
performed, Young continued to emphasize the importance of the temple when conducting 
the ordinances. In an 1852 sermon, Young explained that,  
“There are many in this congregation who are aware that we do not give all the 
endowments, neither can we, legally, until we build a temple. Again, those parts 
that are already given, and will be given, in the place we at present use, will be 
given over again in the temple, when it is finished. The endowments we now give, 
are given merely by permission, as we have not a house in which to officiate in 
these ordinances of salvation…”272 
 
Young said that the Saints could use the Council house “merely by permission.” It was 
not a permanent fixture, only temporary. Later, the Saints would construct a more official 
successor to the Council House called the “Endowment House,” specifically designed for 
temple ordinances.273 Even with the construction of these edifices, the leaders still 
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stressed that it was essential for the Saints to build a temple to provide a sanctified and 
fully authorized space to carry out their salvific rituals.  
 By the time Orson Pratt was working on his project to expand the Doctrine and 
Covenants, the Church was working on the construction of four temples in Salt Lake 
City, Manti, Logan, and St. George. The latter of those locations was nearing completion 
and the prospect of having a completed temple in Utah was only a year away from 
becoming a reality. Pratt’s insertions in the Doctrine and Covenants make more sense 
when one understands the temple fervor that existed during that time. His project was 
surely informed by the near completion of the St. George Temple and the preparations for 
its dedication. Hearkening back to the era of Joseph Smith’s revelations concerning the 
temple would have been an apt reminder of the importance of the temple and could have 
served to influence the upcoming dedication.  
 The first major temple text that Orson Pratt decided to canonize was the 
dedicatory prayer for the Kirtland Temple. Given by Joseph Smith on March 27, 1836, 
the prayer asked the Lord to “accept of this house, the workmanship of the hands of us, 
thy servants, which thou didst command us to build… we have done this work through 
great tribulation… that the Son of man might have a place to manifest himself to his 
people.”274 It was a momentous occasion in the lives of the early Saints and demonstrated 
their devotion to their faith. Before the dedication, Smith had implored the leaders of the 
Church to “prepare the[i]r hearts in all humility for an endowment of power from on 
high.”275 With the restoration of the priesthood, an earlier revelation had explained, they 
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would be able to behold the face of God.276 Smith’s prayer included a supplication for the 
endowment of power to come.277  
 Many people who were present for the dedication, and the days that followed, 
recorded spiritual outpourings, describing it as similar to the day of Pentecost as recorded 
in the Bible.278 A few days after the dedication, Smith recorded that “The Saviour made 
his appearance to some, while angels ministered unto others, and it was a penticost and 
enduement indeed…”279 One week after the dedication, Smith recorded another vision 
that Pratt found so essential to the revelatory history that he canonized it as well, as 
Section 110. The vision, as recorded in Smith’s journal, was also witnessed by Oliver 
Cowdery. Both men were in a secluded section of the temple and received a vision of 
Jesus. “The vail was taken from our minds, and the eyes of our understanding were 
opened. We saw the Lord…” and he told them that “[their] sins [were] forgiven.” The 
Lord then purportedly stated, “I have accepted this house, and my name shall be here, and 
I will manifest myself to my people in mercy in this house…”280 After the appearance of 
the Lord, Smith said that Moses, Elias, and Elijah appeared and presented priesthood 
keys to them.281 
 Pratt’s decision to include the dedicatory prayer of the Kirtland Temple and the 
vision one week later may have served to reemphasize the importance of the temple and 
its dedication in the minds of the Saints. With multiple temples in the works, they had to 
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readjust their focus on the completion of those buildings. In the middle of his expansion 
project, Pratt spoke at a Church conference about the importance of the events that 
transpired in the Kirtland Temple. His words provide the best evidence as to his 
reasoning for their inclusion in the canon of scripture.  
“The Lord our God accepts the dedication, by his servants[,] the Priesthood, of 
those things which he has ordained and established … God is manifest in his… 
own buildings that are built with an eye single to his glory, and in his name… 
I look back to the first Temple that was built…forty years ago… in Kirtland… 
God was there, his angels were there, the Holy Ghost was in the midst of the 
people… the vail was taken off from the minds of many; they saw the heavens 
opened; they beheld the angels of God; they heard the voice of the Lord; and they 
were filled… 
It was in that Temple that the visions of the Almighty were opened to our great 
Prophet, Seer and Revelator, Joseph Smith… wherein keys were committed to 
him in relation to this great Latter-day dispensation, and the power of God was 
made manifest through the holy Priesthood sent down from heaven. In that 
Temple… dedicated by a prayer that was written by inspiration, the people were 
blessed as they never had been blessed… Why? Because that work was of God… 
God had sent down the holy Priesthood from the heavens; the Lord our God had 
established his kingdom on the earth.”282 
 
  In that 1875 sermon, Pratt employed the language that Smith had used to describe 
his vision in order to recount the events that occurred in the Kirtland temple. He also 
declared that the dedicatory prayer was “written by inspiration,” lending more credence 
to his decision to canonize it. The prayer has been used as a template for every 
subsequent temple dedication within the Church.283 Pratt certainly could have considered 
it prudent to have a dedicatory outline due to the onset of new temples.  
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 As noted above, the insertion of Section 110 bookends the prophecy of Moroni to 
Joseph Smith about the coming of Elijah to “reveal the priesthood.” It fulfills Section 2, 
which was also canonized by Pratt. The inclusion of these four sections (2, 13, 109, 110) 
seen as a whole, demonstrate the relationship of the restoration of the priesthood and its 
keys, to the ordinances performed in the temple. Without the priesthood, the temple 
ordinances would be ineffectual, and without the temple, the priesthood would not have a 
place to perform its highest ordinances.  
Conclusion 
 The four internal influences that guided Orson Pratt’s expansion project are 
deeply intertwined. Pratt’s desire to demonstrate Joseph Smith’s exegetical authority 
makes sense if he truly believed that he was a prophet, which he did. If Smith was who he 
said he was, it would elevate his scriptural exegesis, in Pratt’s mind. Pratt’s determination 
to create a cohesive view of the revelatory record by emphasizing the importance of the 
priesthood and the temple in Smith’s revelations heightened the sacredness of his story 
and patched up the holes left by the omittances in the Doctrine and Covenants. He felt 
like he had a sacred responsibility to prove to the world that Joseph Smith’s revelations, 
including all of the doctrines he espoused therein, were true, and he sought to do that by 
rearranging and expanding the Doctrine and Covenants to demonstrate it. His personal 









 In the decades leading up to the expansion project of the Doctrine and Covenants, 
the Saints were confronted with a multiplicity of challenges that many predicted would 
lead to their ultimate demise, i.e., the “death knell thesis.”284 Since the public inception of 
polygamy in 1852, the Church faced a mountain of criticism for resurrecting that 
singularly “barbaric” practice. Latter-day Saints were wont to be called “American 
Mohammedans” from the onset of their faith, due to their extra-biblical texts and reliance 
on a new prophet, but this comparison was only intensified when the practice of 
polygamy was announced.285 They were cast as American “Turks” as a way to further 
disenfranchise and “other” them.286 As these characterizations became more embedded in 
American culture, the public outcry became more intense to deal with the Saints and their 
audacious affront to the values of a supposedly virtuous America. 
 Numerous tactics were put in place in order to quell the growth, influence, and 
seemingly abhorrent practices of the Latter-day Saints within their Great Basin home of 
Utah. These methods were implemented by a diverse cast of characters that included the 
United States government, the newly formed Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter Day Saints (now known as the Community of Christ), and internal schismatic 
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groups in Utah, such as the Godbeites. The motivations and strategies of these groups 
were disparate but sometimes converged. For instance, the Reorganized Church’s desire 
to “destr[oy]… all vestiges of plural marriage within the Mormon movement…” and 
“redeem [the Latter-day Saints by]… pointing out the errors of plural marriage and other 
‘Utah Doctrines,’” aligned well with the United States’ government’s desire to squelch 
the practice of polygamy.287 The Latter-day Saints living in the Great Basin were 
dangerously bordering on theocracy, which contributed to their public image as anti-
establishment religious fanatics who needed to be dealt with politically, or if necessary, 
by force.288  
 Before the 1870s, the United States government had fostered a “national 
antipolygamy ethic,” which viewed the Saints’ practice of polygamy as backward and 
dangerous.289 The 1856 Republican party platform positioned itself in opposition to the 
“twin relics of barbarism,” polygamy, and slavery.290 By 1862, the government passed 
the Morrill Anti-bigamy Act, the first anti-polygamy legislation in the nation’s history.291 
Even after the law was passed, the Saints remained defiant. Due to their defiance, Utah 
was stripped of the ability to “remove hostile governors and judges,” as well as their 
capacity to have their own militia. In 1874, the government passed the Poland Act which 
balanced the juries in Utah courts between Latter-day Saints and non-Latter-day 
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Saints.292 By the time Orson Pratt began work on expanding the Doctrine and Covenants 
in 1874, the Saints’ political clout had been severely mitigated.  
 Along with the pressures from the United States government, and the missionary 
efforts of the Reorganized Church, the economic landscape in the United States was 
beginning to shift beneath their feet. As the United States became more industrialized, 
especially during the Reconstruction era, economic uncertainty and turbulence forced the 
Saints into action. As technologies improved, the economic ventures of the Saints became 
more tied to the “Gentile” world which caused the capitalistic failings within the United 
States and abroad to be felt in Utah. In order to respond to economic uncertainty, the 
Saints enacted protectionist fiscal policies that hearkened back to their communal 
economic roots.293 
 The pressure that mounted from government entities, religious offshoots, and 
economic upheaval, all contributed to the way in which Orson Pratt expanded the 
Doctrine and Covenants. Many of the revelations appear to address issues that the Saints 
were facing during this strenuous time. As will be demonstrated throughout this chapter, 
Pratt’s canonical project can be viewed as a way to combat and react to the external 
forces that were seeking to exert influence over the Saints. The first major way that he 
utilized the project in this manner was by inserting revelations that mounted a response to 
the succession claims of the Reorganized Church and its attacks against the practice of 
polygamy. His second tactic was to insert a revelation that refuted the claims of those 
who followed the Godbeite movement. And finally, he used the expansion of the 
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Doctrine and Covenants to bolster the economic priorities of the Church that it had 
implemented in order to respond to extreme economic hardships. 
Responding to the Reorganized Church  
Succession  
 Out of the cacophony of religious organizations that sprang from Joseph Smith’s 
restoration movement, the two that garnered the most influence and have proven to be the 
most enduring are The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and the Reorganized 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, now known as the Community of Christ. 
Both trace their origins to Smith, and both claim to continue the revelatory legacy that he 
left behind. In the mid-1800s, the two major issues that divided the two churches were 
the question of the succession of Joseph Smith and plural marriage.  
 When Joseph Smith was killed along with his brother Hyrum, on June 27, 1844, a 
succession crisis ensued with various camps vying for leadership of the nascent Church. 
Smith had not left it entirely clear who would lead the Church upon his passing. Historian 
D. Michael Quinn has suggested that Smith had “established eight possible routes of 
legitimate succession to his place as President of the Church.”294 The ambiguity of the 
situation in the immediate aftermath of his death saw the emergence of two major parties 
that proffered themselves as the rightful successors to the Church. The first of these was 
Sidney Rigdon, the only surviving member of the First Presidency (Joseph and Hyrum 
being the other two), and long-time leader of the Church. The other group lobbying for 
the primary leadership in the Church was the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, 
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spearheaded by its president, Brigham Young. When the two factions came to a head 
during an August 8 conference, however, the members in attendance voted almost 
unanimously for the Twelve to continue to lead the Church, essentially settling the issue 
of succession for the time being, and eschewing Rigdon’s claim.295 With the Twelve now 
leading the Church, Brigham Young became the de facto president. Other succession 
claims came and went, but none would be as intriguing Joseph Smith III’s claim.  
Sixteen years after Brigham Young had cemented himself as the leader of the 
largest and most influential faction of the Saints, one of Joseph Smith’s sons, Joseph 
Smith III, said that he had received confirmation from God that he was chosen to lead the 
newly founded Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (the word “Reorganized” was 
added twelve years later).296 He was subsequently ordained the prophet-president of the 
Reorganized Church. His ascension to lead the Reorganized Church posed an immediate 
affront to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in Utah. 
The succession claims of the Reorganized Church posed a serious threat to the 
succession claims of the Utah Church. Beginning in 1863, the Reorganized Church began 
sending missionaries to Utah. Brigham Young received them coldly and later stated that 
the sons of Joseph Smith, Jr. would never lead the “true” Church.297 This was probably 
due in part to the three-pronged approach that the Reorganized missionaries used to 
convert the Saints in Utah. Their message, sanctioned by Joseph Smith III, was that first, 
Joseph Smith, Jr.’s son had taken his rightful place as head of the Church; second, that 
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Brigham Young was a “usurper of authority” that ruled as a monarch without proper 
authority; and third, that plural marriage was an abomination and false doctrine.298 
The aggressive and overt message of the Reorganized Church’s missionaries 
warranted an equally forceful response from the Utah Saints. Although the Utah Saints 
would focus most of their time on defending the principle of plural marriage, as will be 
shown hereafter, a significant, but lesser response to the succession claims was also 
mounted. Orson Pratt may have used the expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants as a 
way to buffer the succession claims of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, and, 
consequently, Brigham Young himself. This use of the expansion project appears to be 
more subtle than using it to defend plural marriage, but it is significant, nonetheless.  
As Orson Pratt compiled the new sections of the Doctrine and Covenants, he 
added two revelations that were dictated by Joseph Smith in Far West, Missouri, in the 
spring and summer of 1838. Both revelations had to do with replacing members of the 
Quorum of the Twelve Apostles who had either apostatized or died. The first of his 
insertions, Section 114, came from a personal revelation asked for by David Patten, then 
second in seniority in the Quorum of the Twelve.299 These revelations came following the 
wide-spread apostasy of leaders and lay members alike following the failure of the 
Kirtland Safety Society Bank.300 At the time, at least one-third of the apostles had been 
excommunicated or released due to apostasy.301 The revelation was brief, counseling 
Patten to prepare for a mission the following year. It then shifted its tone and gave a 
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declaration from the Lord that stated, “inasmuch as there are those among you who deny 
my name, others shall be planted in their stead, and receive their Bishopric.”302 The 
mechanisms of the Church were too far in motion to be stalled by the apostasy of a few 
individuals.303 The replacement of leaders would continue unabated. Perhaps, in Pratt’s 
mind, this revelation strengthened the position of the Quorum of the Twelve. The quorum 
was meant to be continuous, not completely uprooted. The Church’s organization was to 
remain firm, even when its leaders were not, but it was the organization of the Church 
that would continue after the death of its leaders. In Pratt’s eyes, it certainly would not 
have been a “reorganized” organization. 
Along this same vein, Orson Pratt canonized a revelation given a few months after 
David Patten’s revelation, concerning the Quorum of the Twelve. On 8 July 1838, Joseph 
Smith gave five separate revelations, each dealing with “church leadership or 
finances.”304 The revelation that was directed specifically towards the Quorum of the 
Twelve came in response to a question posed by Smith and other leaders of the Church 
then gathered. They petitioned, “Show unto us thy will, O Lord, concerning the Twelve?” 
The revelation commanded that a “conference be held immediately,” and to “let the 
twelve be organized and let men be appointed to supply the place of those who are 
fallen.”305 This time, the Twelve was mentioned specifically and was conceived of as a 
regenerative body. If men fall, i.e. die or deny the faith, the Lord established a need to 
replace them so that the Twelve could continue to act as a governing body. Later in the 
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revelation, specific men were named to be called to the quorum. These men included 
John Taylor, Wilford Woodruff, Willard Richards, and John E. Page, two of which would 
become the president of the Church. These two revelations, Sections 114 and 118, give 
evidence to the perpetual nature of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles and the absolute 
necessity to support its continuance. By inserting these two revelations from Smith, Pratt 
may have sought to bolster the succession claims of the Church by demonstrating, 
through its canon, the essential nature of a continual Quorum of the Twelve Apostles. 
Plural Marriage  
 Even though the practice of plural marriage by Joseph Smith was widely known 
among the Saints in Utah, many members of the Reorganized Church denied that Smith 
had engaged in such unbecoming conduct. As president of the Reorganized Church, 
Joseph Smith III spent his entire life denying that his father had any involvement in the 
creation or promulgation of polygamy.306 Indeed, his first sermon as president of the 
Reorganized Church included a portion that demonstrated through the scriptures why the 
principle of plural marriage was incorrect.307 Even when presented with significant 
evidence that his father had indulged in the practice, he couldn’t square it with reality.308 
Joseph Smith III may have been influenced by the lifelong denial of the practice by his 
mother Emma, Joseph Smith’s first wife, as well as a sincere belief that his father was too 
good of a man to have lived in such a manner.309 The Utah Saints on the other hand, 
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continued to maintain that Joseph Smith, Jr. had initiated the practice of plural marriage, 
and they had a revelation to prove it.  
 On 12 July, 1843, William Clayton, Joseph Smith’s scribe at the time, recorded in 
his journal that he had written down a revelation from Smith about “the order of the 
priesthood,” and the “designs in Moses, Abraham, David and Solomon having many 
wives & concubines &c.” Apparently, this revelation was dictated at the request of 
Hyrum Smith who wanted to share it with Emma Smith, Joseph’s wife, to convince her 
of the truthfulness of the principle.310 She was supposedly so incensed at the revelation 
that Joseph allowed her to burn the original copy, but not without other copies being 
made first.311 The revelation contained justifications for the polygamous practices of the 
ancient biblical patriarchs, explanations about the blessings and eventual deification and 
exaltation for those who would enter the Lord’s prescribed marital practices, as well as a 
harsh rebuke to Emma for not having accepted the Lord’s commands.312 Smith was 
commanded to “do the works of Abraham,” meaning practice plural marriage. According 
to the revelation, Abraham was justified in this practice because “I, the Lord, commanded 
it.”313 In an earlier letter Smith had written to Nancy Rigdon, Sidney Rigdon’s daughter, 
who had objected to his polygamous marriage proposal, he explained how this seemingly 
incongruous practice could still be virtuous. He told her that the road to happiness was 
“virtue, uprightness, faithfulness, holiness, and keeping all the commandments of God.” 
Smith continued, “that which is wrong under one circumstance, may be and often is, right 
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under another… Whatever God requires is right, no matter what it is.”314 Smith’s main 
justification for plural marriage was that God had commanded it.  
 With this revelation at its disposal, the Utah Church published it for the first time 
in September of 1852, right after Orson Pratt publicly announced the Saints’ practice of 
plural marriage.315 The revelation was published at least eleven times before Pratt 
cemented it as part of the Doctrine and Covenants.316 After the public confession of 
plural marriage by the Latter-day Saints in Utah, the proto-Reorganized Church published 
a missionary tract that severely condemned Brigham Young for leading the Saints astray 
and called them to repentance for preaching such a doctrine. One of their main points was 
that “none of the scriptures of the church countenanced such a practice.” They worked 
tirelessly throughout the 1850s to condemn the practice, using “scriptural and moral 
precedents” to plead their case.317 Later, when Joseph Smith III ascended to the 
presidency of the Reorganized Church, some members urged him to accept that his father 
had practiced plural marriage and taught it as a divine principle but had repented of it 
before his death.318 Smith III could not bring himself to accept it. When confronted with 
the prospect that his father received the aforementioned revelation, Smith III reported that 
“While I fully believe that Joseph did not receive the revelation referred to, yet, if he did, 
it is so directly opposed to the laws already received, that I must [admit] it to have been 
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either of man or of the Devil.”319 He later stated that he did not believe “one thing is 
heaven’s law in 1831 and that another is heaven’s law in 1843.”320  
 Despite Joseph Smith III’s denial of his father’s participation in plural marriage 
and the Reorganized Church’s vociferous attacks against its practice, the Utah Saints 
continued advocating for it. They defended it against the Reorganized Church, 
government officials, and other sectarian groups. Orson Pratt, the chosen orator for its 
inception, was its chief apologist, even taking an opportunity to have a three-day debate 
with the chaplain of the United States Senate, Dr. J.P. Newman, in 1870. Their debate 
was entitled, “Does the Bible Sanction Polygamy?” In the debate, Pratt assembled every 
biblical passage that he could to justify its practice. However, Pratt also made it clear that 
“the Saints practiced polygamy not because the Bible allowed it but because God, 
through Joseph Smith, had commanded them.”321  
 The ultimate apologia for polygamy would not come through debates or 
newspaper publications, but through canonizing Joseph Smith’s revelation on plural 
marriage. By implanting the revelation into the Doctrine and Covenants, Pratt disarmed 
the argument used by the Reorganized Church that the doctrine was not in accord with 
the scriptures; Pratt made it scripture.322 It also sought to debunk the false notion, in the 
eyes of the Utah Saints, that Smith never advocated or taught the principle. The 
contemporaneous notes and witnesses testified that he did, but by canonizing the 
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revelation, Pratt forever tied polygamy to Smith, something Joseph Smith III desperately 
wanted to be detached from his father’s legacy.323 
 Orson Pratt made two other changes to the Doctrine and Covenants to sure up the 
new normal of marital practices among the Latter-day Saints. First, he deleted the 1835 
article on marriage from the Doctrine and Covenants.324 The article had been drafted by 
Oliver Cowdery and accepted by the Church at that time. However, the article stated, 
“Inasmuch as this church of Christ has been reproached with the crime of fornication and 
polygamy: we declare that we believe, that one man should have one wife; and one 
woman, but one husband.”325 In 1878, Joseph F. Smith, an apostle, and nephew of the 
prophet Joseph Smith addressed a general conference of the Church about the apparent 
disparity between this section in the Doctrine and Covenants and their belief in plural 
marriage. 
“I here declare that the principle of plural marriage was not first revealed on the 
12th day of July, 1843. It was written for the first time on that date, but it had 
been revealed to the Prophet many years before that, perhaps as early as 1832. 
About this time, or subsequently, Joseph, the Prophet, intrusted this fact to Oliver 
Cowdery; he abused the confidence imposed in him, and brought reproach upon 
himself, and thereby upon the church by "running before he was sent," and 
"taking liberties without license," so to speak, hence the publication, by O. 
Cowdery, about this time, of an article on marriage, which was carefully worded, 
and afterwards found its way into the Doctrine and Covenants without authority. 
This article explains itself to those who understand the facts, and is an 
indisputable evidence of the early existence of the knowledge of the principle of 
patriarchal marriage by the Prophet Joseph, and also by Oliver Cowdery.”326 
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Joseph F. Smith insinuated that Oliver Cowdery had drafted the article on marriage either 
because he acted inappropriately with the knowledge of the principle which Joseph Smith 
had divulged to him, or to buffer the Church against charges of polygamy, even though 
he had personal knowledge of the practice. Either way, Joseph F. Smith explained that it 
made its way into the Doctrine and Covenants “without authority.” This 
contemporaneous understanding of the rationale for its original inclusion in the Doctrine 
and Covenants also provided a rationale for its removal. The article on marriage did not 
reflect the views of Latter-day Saints in the 1870’s because the declaration of monogamy 
was no longer the Church’s official position. Consequently, Pratt saw fit to excise it from 
the canon.  
The second major change was the inclusion of a set of teachings of Joseph Smith 
that were recorded in the journal of William Clayton, one of Smith’s scribes. While 
teaching Benjamin F. Johnson and Melissa LaBaron in the spring of 1843, Smith was 
recorded as saying, “in the celestial glory there are three heavens or degrees; And in order 
to obtain the highest, a man must enter in to this Order of the Priesthood; (meaning the 
new and everlasting covenant of marriage; ) And if he does not, he cannot obtain it. He 
may enter into the other, but that is the end of his kingdom: he cannot have an 
increase.”327 Pratt took those teachings and added them as part of what would become 
Section 131. By doing so, he reiterated Smith’s new teachings about the order of 
marriage and demonstrated that it was not a one-off, but that Smith was committed to the 
principle of plural marriage and had spoken about it on multiple occasions. By including 
these two sections Pratt solidified the Church’s stance on plural marriage. It had been 
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over twenty years since they had announced the practice publicly, and now the Saints had 
scriptural sanction for their practice. Ironically, only fourteen years after its inclusion in 
the Doctrine and Covenants, and ten years after its formal canonization, the Saints would 
formally abandon plural marriage.  
Responding to the Godbeites  
Beginning in 1868, Brigham Young called for an all-out boycott on non-Latter-
day Saint business.328 The genesis of this call was due in large part to the weariness of 
outsiders that the Saints exhibited. They were generally suspicious of their motivations 
for doing business in Utah. Before 1868, there was an extreme rise in private enterprises, 
both within the Church and without it. However, during the Utah War in 1857 – 1858, the 
Saints became increasingly skeptical of the “Gentile” merchants because they suspected 
that they encouraged the intrusion of federal troops to profit financially. In an effort to 
combat the “Gentile” influence, Young championed started a large-scale cooperative 
movement in order to patronize businesses that would help “build the kingdom.”329 
Many Latter-day Saint merchants were upset and confused at the policies enacted 
by Young. William Godbe became the figurehead for the opposition to Young’s 
economic policies. Together with his friend and associate, Elias Harrison, Godbe 
mounted published attacks in the Utah Magazine about Young’s reluctance to do 
business with outsiders and his refusal to invest in mining.330 Godbe bemoaned Young’s 
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seizure of “new prerogatives” and his “extraordinary assumptions of temporal power.”331 
Even before Young’s overhaul of the Saints’ economic ventures, however, Harrison and 
Godbe had already begun to question the direction that Young was leading the Church. 
They believed that “Mormonism had lost its early spiritual core, especially church 
members’ ready access to visions, revelations, and spiritual gifts.”332 These men had 
begun to dabble in spiritualism and claimed to receive revelations through the help of a 
professional medium.  
On a business trip to New York in 1868, Godbe and Harrison frequented a famous 
medium named Charles H. Foster. In their sessions, Foster would conjure the spirit of the 
recently deceased Heber C. Kimball, an apostle of the Church, but one for whom they 
had immense respect.333 Godbe and Harrison attended these seances for three weeks, 
during which time they claimed to receive revelatory instruction from other summoned 
spirits, such as Jesus Christ, Joseph Smith, and Solomon, as well as Peter, James, and 
John.334 Although they never claimed to see the spirits, only hear their voices, they 
judged the veracity of their experience based upon the content of the messages they 
received. Since the messages contained “lofty principles” teaming with “beauty and 
goodness” they proclaimed that the revelations were genuine. They later expounded and 
said that “the test as to whether good or bad spirits were speaking was the nature of the 
communications and influences themselves.”335 Spiritualism allowed them to salvage 
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some of their deeply held Latter-day Saint beliefs but assured them in their conviction 
that Brigham Young had led the Saints astray, thus allowing them to disagree with his 
teachings.336  
Since the emergence of spiritualism in the late 1840s and early 1850s, Brigham 
Young and Orson Pratt had preached against it. Young called it the “work of the Devil” 
and castigated it as a counterfeit to true revelation.337 Pratt recalled how during a visit to 
New York City in the early 1860s, he encountered  many “old members of the Church 
that had been in Nauvoo and Kirtland and had apostatized” and found that they had 
turned to spiritualism and had become “great mediums.” He lambasted them and called 
them “[s]ome of the worst kind of apostates – apostates who had turned away from 
everything good, from every principle of righteousness…”338  
The promotion of spiritualism and a refusal to accept the authority of Brigham 
Young’s fiscal programs spelled the end of membership in the Church for William Godbe 
and Elias Harrison. Both men were excommunicated after a public trial.339 They went on 
to start a “New Movement” which championed the tenets of spiritualism and promoted 
capitalism. The New Movement morphed into the creation of a new church, the Church 
of Zion. Many intellectuals inside and outside of the Utah Church flocked to its 
proceedings and were stimulated by the liberal attitudes of its participants. The 
“Godbeites,” as they were called, formed the first major challenge inside of Utah for 
Young and the Church.340 
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Brigham Young called upon Orson Pratt to defend against the Godbeites’ 
spiritualist claims, for Young “believed that they would listen to… Pratt more willingly 
than to other authorities,” due to his intellectual stature.341 Pratt responded by giving a 
sermon that equated the spiritualist encounters of the Godbeites to the efforts of Satan to 
thwart the success of the restoration. They were false messages given by false spirits.342 
For Pratt, the affront of spiritualism was personal. Not only was he friends with William 
Godbe, but his estranged wife, Sarah Marinda Bates Pratt, was caught up in the 
spiritualist fervor of the Godbeites.343 Pratt had to combat their claims of revelation with 
more than just sermons, he had to combat it with scripture. With this context in mind, it 
becomes clearer why a little-known teaching of Joseph Smith about how to discern 
between heavenly angels and evil spirits masquerading as angels, made its way into the 
Doctrine and Covenants.  
As Orson Pratt worked on his expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants, he 
inserted a series of teachings from Joseph Smith that purported to contain “three grand 
keys whereby you may know whether any administration is from God.” Pratt prefaced the 
section in the published Doctrine and Covenants by saying that these keys were given in 
order to discern between “Good or Bad Angels or Spirits.” The text of the sections is as 
follows: 
“(1) There are two kinds of beings in heaven – viz., angels who are resurrected 
personages, having bodies of flesh and bones. (2) For instance, Jesus said, 
“Handle me and see, for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see me have.” (3) 
2nd. The spirits of just men made perfect – they who are not resurrected, but 
inherit the same glory. (4) When a messenger comes, saying he has a message 
from God, offer him your hand, and request him to shake hands with you. (5) If 
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he be an angel he will do so, and you will feel his hand. (6) If he be the spirit of a 
just man made perfect, he will come in his glory; for that is the only way he can 
appear. (7) Ask him to shake hands with you, but he will not move, but he will not 
move, because it is contrary to the order of heaven for a just man to deceive; but 
he will still deliver his message. (8) If it be the Devil as an angel of light, when 
you ask him to shake hands, he will offer you his hand, and you will not feel 
anything: you may therefore detect him. (9) These are the three grand keys 
whereby you may know whether any administration is from God.”344 
 
The keys can be read as a repudiation of the spiritualism that was rampant in the 
Godbeite movement. Whereas William Godbe and Elias Harrison relied on the content of 
the message that they received from the spirits to determine if the spirits were indeed 
good or bad, Pratt appropriated the words of Joseph Smith to disprove their experiences. 
It was not the content of the message but the discernment of who the messenger was, that 
was important. Without the apparition of a corporeal being, whether housed in a spirit 
body or a resurrected body, there was no way to judge the validity of such an experience. 
Since they did not see anyone speaking, testifying instead of hearing a voice, their 
accounts could be discounted out of hand because they did not accord with the grand 
keys as given by Joseph Smith. The spirits did not allow themselves to be tested, 
therefore they were not of God. Pratt must have had the spiritual manifestations and 
revelations of the Godbeites in mind when he canonized this section. With canonical 
backing now firmly entrenched to eschew the spiritualist claims of the Godbeites, one 
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The Order of Enoch  
The 1860s and 1870s were times of increasing economic uncertainty for the 
Saints. As part of the Morrill Anti-Bigamy Act of 1862, the Church was restricted from 
holding real estate that was valued over $50,000. If they owned property over that 
amount, they were to “forfeit and escheat to the United States.” This was done to limit the 
power and influence of the Church and discourage their theocratic tendencies. Even 
though there was no mechanism in place to enforce the provision, the Saints still thought 
it necessary to acquiesce.345 Because of the legislative pressure being levied against the 
Saints, they had to tread carefully in their economic and entrepreneurial measures, 
especially in regards to the railroad. 
The introduction of the railroad to the Utah territory brought increased attention to 
the Saints and their excessive holdings. Brigham Young was active from the onset to 
ensure that the Saints received the most favorable routes and were duly compensated for 
their land and resources. In 1868, the Union Pacific Company’s vice president, Thomas 
Durant, approached Young about a proposed labor contract with the Latter-day Saint 
settlers. Young astutely accepted the deal and was able to extract favorable outcomes for 
the Saints. He was promised that if the railroad decided to take a southern route, it would 
go by way of Salt Lake and that if it were to take a northern route, it would go by Ogden, 
a Latter-day Saint stronghold, instead of the “Gentile” capital of Corinne. Young was 
also able to secure work for thousands of the Saints, especially for struggling farmers. 
The deal brought a “money harvest” to Utah.346  
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The relative success from the inception of the railroad did not buttress the 
economic interests of the Saints enough, in Young’s opinion. The continued intrusion of 
“Gentile” interests into the territory led Young to enact protectionist policies to shore up 
the success of the Saints and lead to the downfall of the non-members. The introduction 
of a widespread Latter-day Saint cooperative movement in 1868 sought to strengthen the 
economic standing of the Saints and isolate their “Gentile” neighbors. However, by the 
time the Panic of 1873 hit, they had not disentangled themselves enough to avoid a 
serious financial hit.347 
 The Church in Salt Lake felt the economic strain and was hard-pressed to come 
up with solutions. In 1873, Brigham Young decided that it was time to reinstate certain 
principles of the United Order to bolster the economic stability of the Saints. The United 
Order or United Firm was one of Joseph Smith’s earliest prophetic projects.348 He strove 
for economic equality among his followers. In an 1830 revelation concerning the biblical 
patriarch, Enoch, Smith revealed that “the Lord called his people Zion, because they were 
of one heart, and one mind, and dwelt in righteousness; and there were no poor among 
them.”349 He desired that the Saints should live in a community where property was 
shared and distributed equally.  
Brigham Young considered the cooperative movement a “stepping-stone to… the 
Order of Enoch…”350 Almost immediately after it was announced, Pratt was selected as 
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one that could begin the effort to “organize the stakes (dioceses) into economic 
ventures.”351 He began this temporal effort while continuing his additions to the Doctrine 
and Covenants. Pratt viewed the implementation of the Order of Enoch as divinely 
inspired. For, he believed that, “anything short of a perfect equality in temporal things 
[was] a sin.”352 He was a man that had been burdened by “perpetual financial 
difficulties,” and believed that the Order was the only way that the Saints could obtain a 
Zion society (one equal in all things and ready for the Lord’s return). Pratt’s biographer 
notes that his financial difficulties were incredibly influential in his “writings and 
discourses,” and I contend that they were just as important to his canonical decisions.353 
Pratt’s work on the expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants and his travels to 
promote the Order of Enoch coincided with each other. This context is important because 
it shows how influential the economic system of the Saints was to his canonical decision-
making. Pratt’s 1876 edition of the Doctrine and Covenants included four sections that 
were specifically economic in nature. 
The first of his inclusions would become Section 85. It contained an extract from 
a letter written to William W. Phelps from Joseph Smith in November of 1832. The letter 
was given in response to Phelps after he appeared to have the question of what would 
become of Church members who had come to Zion (Independence, Missouri) “but did 
not ‘receive an inheritance by consecration’ from the Bishop?”354 Apparently, the letter 
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addressed the concern of those who had consecrated or communally pooled their 
resources and property, but who had not been given a proper inheritance in return. 
Previous revelations had commanded the Saints to consecrate their property and allow a 
Bishop to divvy up the resources, or inheritances.355 However, this was not always done 
in an orderly fashion, and some were left out.  
The portion of the letter that Pratt inserted contained a warning for those who did 
not accept this new law of consecration. “It is contrary to the will and commandment of 
God, that those who receive not their inheritance by consecration… should have their 
names enrolled with the people of God.”356 In other words, those who did not follow the 
new law of consecration as outlined in the revelations of Joseph Smith would not be 
worthy to be counted among the Saints. The canonized portion of the letter goes on to 
severely chastise those who do not choose to embrace the “consecration of all things” and 
ties their decision to their ultimate damnation.357 By canonizing this portion of the letter, 
Pratt demonstrated his extreme adherence to the economic equality that Young was trying 
to reinstate. It tied the Saints’ salvation to their acceptance of the Order of Enoch.  
The next section that Pratt included in the Doctrine and Covenants was a 
revelation given to Joseph Smith in Salem, Massachusetts in 1836. Smith and some other 
leaders of the Church had traveled there in hopes of obtaining a “large sum of money that 
was hidden in the cellar of a Salem house.”358 The Church was in dire straits and in need 
of significant financial gain in order to pay off the debts it had accrued to build the 
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Kirtland Temple.359 Although the group was unsuccessful at cashing in on the supposed 
hidden sum of money, Smith received a revelation that put a more positive spin on their 
journey. “I, the Lord your God, am not displeased with your coming this journey, 
notwithstanding your follies.” Smith then positioned the Lord as if He were aware of 
their situation. “Concern not yourselves about your debts, for I will give you power to 
pay them… For there are more treasures than one for you in this city.”360 The revelation 
directed their efforts at forming “acquaintance[s]” with the people in the city rather than 
focusing solely on their desire to find the money.  
Orson Pratt’s reasoning for inserting this section is more difficult to ascertain. He 
could have been calmed at the Lord’s alleged awareness of the financial needs of his 
people, reminding them that he could pay their debts. Pratt also could have wanted to 
canonize this section to keep alive the hope that there was still “treasure” to be found in 
Salem. The revelation also stated, “I have much treasure in this city for you, for the 
benefit of Zion… [a]nd it shall come to pass in due time, that I will give this city into 
your hands, that you shall have power over it… and its wealth pertaining to gold and 
silver shall be yours.”361 Due to the financial crisis that wreaked havoc on the United 
States, it may be reasonable to conclude that Pratt thought this promise was still 
applicable for the Church at large and that they may be able to capitalize on the financial 
treasures within Salem at some future moment in time. Whatever his reasoning for 
including this section into the Doctrine and Covenants, it is evident that he was 
 
359 Ibid., 329.  
360 Doctrine and Covenants 111:1, 5, 10.  
361 Doctrine and Covenants 111:2, 4.  
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influenced by the financial priorities of the Church and the financial crises in the United 
States.  
The revelation that Orson Pratt canonized as Section 117 concerned the duties of 
three men, Newel K. Whitney, William Marks, and Oliver Granger. After Joseph Smith 
and his family had arrived in Far West, Missouri at the beginning of 1838, other men 
were left behind to settle the debts of the First Presidency in Kirtland, Ohio.362 The 
revelation was directed at the men previously named, who were still in Kirtland. It 
commanded them to “awake, and arise, and come forth [to Far West], and not tarry, for I, 
the Lord, command it.” It insinuated that they were “tarrying” because they coveted the 
land that they owned in Kirtland. “Let them repent of all their sins, and of all their 
covetous desires, before me, saith the Lord, for what is property unto me, saith the 
Lord?” The revelation cast the Lord as angry at them for not letting go of the property 
sooner to pay the debts of the Church.363 
The phrase, “for what is property unto me, saith the Lord?” seemed to express the 
sentiment that Pratt wanted to instill in those to whom he taught the principles of the 
Order of Enoch. Property was not “owned” by an individual but was the Lord’s. This 
revelation served as a reminder of the futility of grasping on to worldly possessions, 
including property, and the essentiality of consecrating one’s possessions unto the Lord. 
Pratt, a man rife with financial difficulties himself, understood the transient nature of 
 
362 “Historical Introduction to Letter to William Marks and Newel K. Whitney, 8 July 1838, p. [1],” The 
Joseph Smith Papers, accessed May 22, 2020, https://www.josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/letter-to-
william-marks-and-newel-k-whitney-8-july-1838/1. 
363 Doctrine and Covenants 117:1, 4, 5. 
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possessions and sought to inculcate that understanding by inserting this section into the 
Doctrine and Covenants.  
The final section that Pratt added to the Doctrine and Covenants was a one-verse 
pericope that clarified a revelation directly preceding it in the Doctrine and Covenants. 
Section 119, which was already in place when Pratt was working on his project, 
established an economic system to replace Joseph Smith’s failed implementation of the 
United Order. Joseph Smith’s journal records that Section 119 was dictated in response to 
this question: “Lord, show unto thy servents how much thou requirest of the properties of 
thy people for a Tithing?”364 The revelation stated that the Lord required: 
“all their surplus property to be put into the hands of the Bishop of my church… 
And this shall be the beginning of the tithing of my people. And after that, those 
who have thus been tithed, shall pay one-tenth of all their interest annually; and 
this shall be a standing law unto them for ever, for my holy Priesthood, saith the 
Lord”365 
  
The revelation defined the meaning of the term “tithing” from that point on in the 
Church. However, it did not leave it entirely clear who would receive and allocate out the 
“one-tenth of all their interest annually.” Pratt’s insertion of Section 120, (another 
revelation from Smith given on the same day as Section 119) clarified Section 119 by 
stating that the stewards of the tithed properties would be “a council, composed of the 
First Presidency of my church, and of the Bishop and his council, and by my High 
Council; and by mine own voice unto them, saith the Lord.”366  
 
364 Journal, March–September 1838, p. 56, The Joseph Smith Papers, accessed May 22, 2020, 
https://www.josephsmithpapers.org/paper-summary/journal-march-september-1838/42. 
365 Doctrine and Covenants 119:1, 3 – 4. 
366 Doctrine and Covenants 120.  
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Pratt’s decision to canonize this section was meant to clarify Section 119, but 
perhaps more importantly, to reemphasize the fact that the voice of the Lord would direct 
the council on the disposition of tithing funds to make any needed adjustments to their 
collection policies. As Brigham Young and Pratt were working tirelessly to get the 
Church to adjust to the Order of Enoch, this revelation could have served as confirmation 
that the financial decisions of the council in charge of the tithing funds were in fact, 
revelatory.  
Conclusion 
Orson Pratt’s expansion of the Doctrine and Covenants gave the Latter-day Saints 
a canonical response to the issues that they faced in the 1870s. When they were 
confronted by the succession claims of the Reorganized Church and their vociferous 
opposition to the practice of plural marriage, they could go to their scriptures and find 
solace in the fact that Joseph Smith had initiated polygamy through dictating a revelation, 
and that the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles were seen by the Lord as a regenerative 
body. The Doctrine and Covenants now contained a response to those attacks. As the 
Godbeite movement gained in popularity, their claims of receiving revelations in 
contradiction to the claims of the church could be refuted through scripture. And finally, 
as the economic winds of change affected the Saints in Utah, they could be assured that 
the Lord was aware of their financial situation and would guide his leaders to react 
accordingly. Pratt’s canonical genius was to give the church the ultimate apologia for 
their immediate circumstances. He sought to answer the questions of the day through the 






Only one year after the official canonization of the new Doctrine and Covenants, 
Orson Pratt lay critically ill in his bed. On the night of October 2, 1881, Pratt awoke for 
the last time and seeing his fellow apostle Joseph F. Smith at his bedside, uttered the 
words of his epitaph: “My body sleeps for a moment, but my testimony lives and shall 
endure forever.”367 His testimony certainly lived on through his canonical project.  
 Pratt’s canonization efforts remain largely in place. When the first major overhaul 
of the Doctrine and Covenants was executed in 1921, a section entitled the “Lectures on 
Faith” was removed. Pratt had lobbied for its removal forty years prior.368 By 
posthumously carrying out his  suggestion to omit the “Lectures on Faith,” the Church 
demonstrated the long shadow of influence that Pratt cast on the content of the Doctrine 
and Covenants.369  
The only other “major” change to the text of the Doctrine and Covenants came in 
1981. The Church added two revelations, one a vision from Joseph Smith in 1836, and 
another vision received by Joseph F. Smith in 1918, concerning the Spirt World.370 When 
 
367 Breck England, The Life and Thought of Orson Pratt (Salt Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 
1985), 286.  
368 See Footnote 63.  
369 Richard E. Turley and William W. Slaughter, How We Got the Doctrine and Covenants (Salt Lake City, 
UT: Deseret Book, 2012), 102 – 105.  
370 Ibid., 111.  
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Pratt finished his expansion project, the Doctrine and Covenants had 136 sections. Today, 
that number is 138, with the addition of two “Official Declarations.”371 
It is difficult to overstate the effect that his project has had on subsequent 
generations of Church members, especially regarding the Church’s view on eternal 
marriage. Even when the first Official Declaration was issued only nine years after his 
death, publicly ending the practice of plural marriage, his inclusions of Sections 131 and 
132, which outlined the parameters and theology of the practice of plural marriage, 
remained intact. Later Church leaders have sought to recontextualize these sections and 
differentiate between “celestial marriage” and “plural marriage,” which were essentially 
used interchangeably until the first Official Declaration.372 In 1933, the First Presidency 
stated, “Celestial marriage – that is, marriage for time and eternity – and polygamous or 
plural marriage are not synonymous terms.”373 Even today, some still question the place 
that these revelations have in their current form in the Doctrine and Covenants. Although 
the practice of plural marriage is no longer performed in the Church, the looming 
question of eternal marriage arrangements in the hereafter still lingers.374 
Interestingly, current Church president Russell M. Nelson, relies heavily on 
sections that Pratt inserted into the Doctrine and Covenants. Nelson’s renewed emphasis 
 
371 The first Official Declaration was given in 1890 and effectively ended the practice of plural marriage 
within the Church. The second Official Declaration allowed men of all races to receive the priesthood and 
women of all races to receive the ordinances in the temple.  
372 William Victor Smith, Textual Studies of the Doctrine and Covenants: The Plural Marriage Revelation 
(Salt Lake City, UT: Greg Kofford Books, 2018), 23.  
373 James R. Clark, ed., Messages of the First Presidency, Vol 5. (Salt Lake City, UT: Deseret Book 
Company, 1971), 5:329.   
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Who will be married to whom in heaven?,” Salt Lake Tribune, November 24, 2019, 
https://www.sltrib.com/religion/2019/11/24/polygamy-lives-lds/; Dallin H. Oaks, “Trust in the Lord,” 
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on using the official name of the Church comes from Section 115 and his focus on 
entering into and keeping covenants with God comes directly from Section 132.375 Pratt 
provided a framework to use the revelations and teachings of Joseph Smith and 
appropriate them to benefit and respond to his specific circumstances. His example, it 
appears, continues to be on display among leaders of the Church and lay people alike. 
Whatever the future may hold for the content of the Doctrine and Covenants remains to 
be seen, but it is evident that Orson Pratt did more to shape the doctrine and canon of the 
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